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AESTEACI • _ ; 

The objective of this studywas tc appraise; Macomb 
County Community College's iHCCC) industrial cooperative education 
program. Students enrolled in design and mechanical technology from 
1970 to 1975^ who either participated in the co*op prdgrai jN=252) or 

did not (8=274)^ ajid their employers jN=45) reiponded to the 

questicnnairesi information was gathered^ in the fciiowing areas: 
Current job status; salary; method of obtaining eBployment; work 
experience previous to college training; reasons for attending MCCC; 
educaticn since leaving MCCC; four-year college attended; rating of 
the educational program and of _ the_ cooperative education experience; 
and suggestions and cdlments, BesUlts shbfied that 65% bf the cb-bp 
respbhdents were employed. in prbgram- related full-time jbbs« The 
cb-bp group was mbre likely to use ^cbllege services when seeking 
employments Only 3i57% ef the co-op group Was unemployed as compared 
to 6i^5^ of the non co-op group. Sixty-seven percent of the co-op 
gfroup graduated from MCCC as compared to 39% of the ncn co-op group. 
Non co-op group respondents reported earning higher salaries. The 
employers she responded indicated a favorable rating of the employees 
trained at MCCC and they perceived those with cp-cp experience as 
more efficient and aile tblearn more quickly. Bespbndent comments^ 
the survey instruments^ and a biblibgraphy are appended. CMS) 
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ABSTRACT 

The objective of this study was to appraise MCCC's industrial cddp- 
erative education program; Students enrolled in design and mechanical 
technology from 1970 to 1975 were queried, as were their employers; Jhe 
student and company samples were compiled from college records. Infor- 
mation received was tabulated and analyzed by computer and yielded 
corresponding counts, percentages, and statistical significances. 

Sixty-five percent of the co-op respondents are employed in program 
related full-time jobs. The co-op group is more likely to use college ser- 
vices when seeking employment than the non co-op group; 9nly 3.57% of the 
co-op group is unemployed, but 6.57% of the hoh co-op group is unemployed. 
The co-op students graduated from MCCC at a rate of 67.0%; only . 38.68%. of 
the non co-op students graduated; On six of the seven items designed to 
evaluate the preparation received at the college, the co-op group was more 
likely to give higher ratings than the: no.i co-op group. Three of the six 
differences were statistically significant. 

In every subgroup category the non co-op group reported higher salaries; 

Differences in five of the six subgroups were statistically significant. 

_ /■ _ _ 
The employers who responded indicated a favorable rating of the 

employees trained at MEEE. While half of the employers felt that former 

co-ops tend to be promote-d faster than non co-ops, the other half felt that 

there was no difference in, the promotion rates of the two groups. The 

employers perceived employees who had the co-op experience as more efficient 

and able to learn more quickly on the job when compared with employees who 

did not have the co-op experience. 

Comments and suggestions given by respondents are included in the report, 

along with the instruments and letters used to- conduct the study. 
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eHAPTER I ^ 
^INTRODUCTION ; 



" Statement of the Problem 
This descriptive study Was conducted to answer several questions 
concerning the Industrial Cooperative Education Program at Macomb County 
Commuriity College (MCGC). The following questions were posed: 

1. Do more "persons who participate in co-op education work in 
careers related to their technical program than those who 
do not participate in co-op education? 

2. Do former' co-op participants earn a higher salary than 
fornier noh cd-dp participants? 

3. Why do students enroll in the Industrial Technology Pro- 
' gram at MCCC? 

4. Do more persons who participate in the co-Dp option gradu^, . 
ate from MCCC than those who do not parti cipate/in the .co-op 
prdgram?* ? ' . ' 

5. Do co-op students perceive the preparatidri they receive in 

• the various MCCC industrial Technology'' Programs more favor- 
ably than non co-op students in the same, programs? 

6. How do forftier co-op students rate their co-op job placements? 

7. How do former c-o-dp students rate the relevance of the cur- 

• ricula to the co-op experience? 

8. How do employers of former co-op students rate the technical 
; preparation received by co-op students at MCCC? 

9. How do employers of former non co-dp students rate tf)ie tech- 
nical preparatidn received by these students at MCCC? 

19; How do employers rate the Industrial Eooperat^'ve Education 
Program at MCCC, based on their experiences with MCCC stu- 
dents they hire? 

11. What do employers of former MCCC students see as the strengths 
and weaknesses df the varidus Industrial Technology pragTams 
at MCCC? 
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Sighificarice Qf the Study 
This research study .s significant because it is the first detailed 
study of students and employers who participated in'the Industrial Goop- . ' 
erative Education at MCCC. Moreovc-r. the study was conducted by persons 
not connected with co-op education. The research remained unconstrained 
hy any . requirements of state or federal funding agenues,. The combination 
of responses solicited from former cooperative education (co-op) students 
former non-cooperative education (non co-op)' students and area^, employers 
provides ;data for some future evaluation of the- program; Because of ..these 
feai:ures. this study may serve as a model for future studies of co-op pro- 



Definition of Terms 

For purposes of this report these definitions apply: 

cooperative Education - a system in which students ^icipate in 
periods of academic study and periods of work in jobs wh,ich 
pertain to the program of Study. 

eeoperative Education Student - one wh'o^has -^f Pl^f^ ^^^^f |f 
one co-op job assignment while registered as a studeVit at 

Heee. 

T^on-Cooperative Education Student - o^f ^f^" ^^2^"°^ K'i'stSdent 
in the co-op education option while registered as a student 

at MCCC. 

Industrial Technology Programs - those MCCC programs in Desngr?: 
Technology and Mechanical Technology. • _^ 

Des-'ign Technology Programs - ; ; , . 

Auto Body "Design 'v-' 
Surveying Technology • 
Architectural Drafting ^ 
Printing Technology 
Special Machine Design 
Graph ie and Comrnercial Art 
Tool Fixture and Die Design 



Mechanical Technology Programs - 
Climate Control TecHnelogy' 
Electro Technology 



11 



ERIC 



Mechanical lechnology Programs (Cont'd) 
Radio T.Vi and Sound Repair 
Fl lii d Power. Teeli no 1 ogy 
Industrial Supervision 
Metallurgical Technology 
Metals^Machining 
Metrology and . Cal ibratioh 
Numerical Control 
, Melding Technology 
Civil Technology 
Automotive Technology 
^Aviatibn Mechanic Technology 
Labor Studies 



Literature Review 
Since student fol Idw-up reports are usually not dissemfnated for 
general use by professionals conducting similar studies, a study for 
use as a model or for comparison was unavailable. Even a computer 
search of the literature incorporated into the Education Resources Infor- 
mation Center (ERIC) System yielded few pertinent reports, 

- Reports such as Lanham'si deal with high school' programs. Gthers, 
like Heinemann's>2 Gilli's^^ Straubel's,^ and others tend to normative 
or prescriptive nature. v ^ 



iFrank W. Lanham, and Edwin d. Weber. ''Cooperative Pceupatib^ 
Training Programs Need Quality Control.*' Busi-ness— ExUj cation Forum 24 
(May 1970): 11-13. 

N. Heinemann. "Cd-Operative Programs at La Guardi a Community 
College, New York," Bomratiri-i-ty and Junior College JdurnaV 45 (November 
— ^ ia-17. 



3Angelo C. Gi 1 1 i . "Using Fol low-Up Studies to improve E-Vr. _Programs, 
^ Engineering Educatio n 65 (May 1975): 807-9. . . - 

"^dames Straubie. "Aecduritability i n. Vocational technical Instruction^ 
Education Technology 11 (January 1971 ):* 43-45, • ' • 



Clark found that a literature review for follow-up studies waSi. in • 

_-- "i '_ •'" 

-reality, "an attempt to determine strategies to adopt for individual 

needs. ''5 The search conducted for this particular study eorroloorates the 
observation made by Mr. GTark;: 

Various sources of research literature were reviewed to develop 
techniques and methods necessary to conduct this project. Numerous ques- 
tionnaires were checked for cohteht and form. The bibliography documents 
the sources- examined. 



^Donald L. Clark^_ Fdllow-Up of Haple Hoods EonifTiurLi-ty: -Sol lege Qccu - 
pational Graduates, 1970-1974 Final J^Efipr-t (Kansas City. MoT7 ERIC " " 
Document Reproduction ^Service, ED 1 16 753., March 1975), p. 2. 



: GRAPTER H - 

METH0D0L0(3Y 

The purpose of this chapter is to present the various steps followed 
duririg the study. The sampling procedures, data gathering instruments, 
data analyses and survey procedures are discussed. 

Sampling Procedures ; 
Edoperative Educat-ibn Student Sample 

The ''purposive" or "judgment selection" method was used to determine 
the heeded sample group. This sampl1-^g tiachnique is called "purposive" be- 
cause human judgment underlies the criterion used to establish the sampling 
unit.^ In this instance, the criterion was the fact of participation in the 
o cooperative education option in one of the Design Technology or Mechanical 
Technology programs at MCCC from 1970 through 1975. 

Table 1 indicates the progra:?i title and years in which students parti- 
cipated' in cooperative education. Students from each program, indicated by 
ah X in Table 1, were included in the study.; The. group of 481 students^ listed 
by program, was completed after consolidation of information found in rosters, 
lists, and records kept in the Industrial Cooperative Education Office, 
Noh-Cdoperative Education Student Sample ' • 

A random sample of 731 students was generated from rosters obtained from 
the Records Office on South Campus, First, representative core courses for the 
Industrial Technology programs listed in Table 1, and showing co-op placement, 
were selected. Final grade rosters were then obtained as the source of stu- 
dent names. Use of the rosters maximized the opportunity' for ihclusioh of 
students in the sample, and lessened duplication, in the selection, process: 

^Joseph E^ Hill and August Kerber. Models.^ Methods ^ ^nd Analytical 
Procedures_ih Education Research. Detroit^ Michigan: Wayne State University 
Pres^, 1^67. p. llS. " 
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TABLE I 

Yearly Program Listing Indicating 
Placement Of Cooperative Education Students 



£ode Program. 


1Q 70-71 ^ 




l^Q7P-7'^ 


/ 0" / H- 


IQ7A 7^ 


/oiu Hutu Duuy Ucb 1 yii 


A 


Y 

A , 


Y 
A 


Y 
A 


Y 
A 


/Ucu ourveying lecnnoioyy 


Y 

A 


Y 
A 


Y 

A 


Y 
A 


Y 

A 


/ U OU Mr L 1 1 1 Uc LLUial urdiuiiiy 


A 


A 


Y 
A 


Y 
A 


Y 
A 


/U4U rrinting leennoiogy 


V 

A ; 


V 

A 


_ 3 






/uDu opeciGi nacmne uesign 


V 
A 


V 

A 


V 
A 


Y 
A 


¥ 
A 


/UDU brdpmc a uonimercidi nrz 


V 
A 


V 

A 


V 
A 


Y 
A 


Y 
A 


/u/u 100 1 rixture 01 uie uesign 


V 
A 


Y 


Y 
A 


Y 
A 


Y 
A 


ouiu LI iiTidte uontroi lecnnojogy 


A 


Y 
A 




Y 

A . 


Y 
A 


oucX) electro lecnnoiogy 


Y 
A 


Y 
A 


A 


Y 
A 


Y 
A 


ouou rxaulu i«v» a ouuiiu rxcpair 










Y 
A 


8040 Fluid Power Techhdlbgy 


V 
A 


• V 
A 


A 


A 


V 
A 


ouDu inaustridi oupervision 




' Y 
' A 


Y 
A 




Y 
A 


8G66 Hetall urgi cal Technology 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


8070 Metals Machining 




X 








8080 MetroTogy S Calibration 




X 


X 


X 


X 


8090 Numerical -Eontrol 






X 


X 




8100 Welding Technology 


X 


X 


X 




X 


8110 Civil Technology 










X 



8120 Automotive Tech 

Avratidh Mech Techhdlbgy 

8130 Labor Studies 



^Represents the college academic year. 
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X' indicates that placements were made during thdit year for the program. 
^- indicates that.no placements were made during that year for the program. 



7 



Rosters from the fol lowing courses offered between January 1970 arid 
december 1975 were used to develop the sample: 



1. 


GGA 


IBl 


Graphic arid Eonmerci al Art: (each term offered) 


2. 


EDT 


110 


Descriptive Geometry (each term offered) 


3. 


MTH 


101 


Technical Methematics (each term offered) 


4. 


EST' 


101 


Radio-TV Sound Systelns (1 term per year) 


5. 


PRT 


160 


Letterpress I (1 term per year) 


6. 


MET 


192 


Gas Welding (1 term per year) 


7. 


CIV 


101 


Materials (1 term per year) 


8. 


FPT 


100 


Fluid Power Fundamentals (1 term per year) 


9. 


SUM 


101 


Industrial Organization (1 term per year) 


10. 


LS 103 


Organization of Labor (1 term per year) 


n. 


SUR 


ito 


Elementary Surveying (1 term per year) 



Every eighth student was chosen from among all" those listed on the 
rosters. When the student was recognized as one who participated in cooper- 
ative education, that student was eliminated from this sample and the next 
student was Chosen. The final list of 731 students was prepared. At the time 
of selection^ it was impossible to deterniine »each student's program. Because 
only thirtj^^twe. were women in the co-op sample and forty-^nine .in the non 

c_ _____ __. ] 

co-op sample, separate data analyses based on sex differences was not warranted. 
Employer Sanrple . - 

A list of companies participating in the : Indtistrial Bboperative -program - 
from 1970 through 1975 was . compi led from records obtained from the Industrial 
Cooperative Education Office. Sixty-eight (68) cdmpariies were listed. An 
additional nineteen (19) area companies which hired MEEE students was obtained 
from the South Gampus , Placement Off ice and the Southeastern Michigan League of 
Eoniiiuriity Colleges (SEMLCC) Regional Placement Center. In this manner the 
final group of eighty-seven cbmpariies was edmpiied'; 
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Data. Gathering Instruments 

The content of the survey ihstranents was developed after consultation 
with Dr. james Blanzy, Mr.. James Varty ^nd Mr. Paul Gould. 
Student Survey 

The student survey form was designed to answer several questions posed 
for this study. Information was gathered to yield: 

1. current job status 

2. salary _ _ . 

3. method of obtai hi hg: employment 

4. work experience previous to college training 

5. reasons for attending MCCC . . - 

6. education since leaving MCCC 

7. four -year colleges attended 

8. rating of the educational program _ 

_9, rating of cooperative .Education experience 

10. suggestions and comments -r 
A. copy of the survey instrument is attached in Appendix A, It is important 
tO;;nd,te the format of the instrument. It was designed to be clear to the 
respondent and easy for him to answer. Details of the. design were based on 
techniques suggested in reputable research manuals. ' Respondents v?ere encouraged 
to include written comments and suggestions in order to allow expression of 
thoughts and.. opinions beyond .direct answers ta the items posed in the question- 
naire itself. Several procedures were initiated with this study to maximize 



the response rate: 

.1. The:Cdver letter wassigned by :the_Dean of Technical Education 
and by the Industrial Cooperative Education Goordihators . A 
sample of the'letter is attached in Appendix A, 

2, The survey instrument was printed on colored paper .to make it 
distinctive. The literature on research establishes that a 
survey on colored paper is more likely to draw a response than 
one on white paper. 

3; A reminder postcard, also printed on colored paper, was prepared 
for mailing one week after the first mailing of, the survey instru- 
ment, A copy. of the card is attached in Appendix A. ^ 

■ ir ' 
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■ 4- • A Texas Instruments SR-51-I^ 

encourage students to reply. Each responds was_to be eligible 
for the random drawing held at the conclusion of the study. The ^ 
winner. was notified by mail. A copy of the letter is attached in 
Appendix A. ^ 

tlompany Survey 

• . The survey instrument sent to the companies included in the study was 
designed to yield the following information: 

1. number of employees trained at MCCC between 1970 and 1975 

2. number of recently hired employees who participated i-n the 
MCCC Industrial Co-op Program 

3. technical preparation received at MCCC by: the employees 

4. evaluation of some effects of cooperative education 

5.. comments and suggestions. " - 

A cover letter was prepared and signed by the Dean of Technical Education 
and a Coordinator of Industrial Cooperative Education.. 

Copies of the instrument and cover letter. are attached in Appendix B. _^ 
The cover letters for both surveys were signed by the Dean arid the 
Co-op Coordinators in order to stimulate responses. The signatories 'intro- 
duced rio bias i however^ because all forms were returned directly to the 
Research Office in the pre-addressed envelopes. Inquiries from the students 
were directed to the Reiearch Office where the promised confidentiality was 
mairitaihed during the/entire study. 

. ^- Data Analyses 

The information received from the student samples and the company sample 
was coded and transferred onto Datronics Scoring Sheets for. computer scoring; 
Each group was th-':^n tab^ulated separately. 
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Student Survey 

Four different coniputer progranis were used to manipulate the informatidn 
The programs were developed by Mr. Arthur Daniels. From the student survey • 
the following data emerged: 

1 . fr e^ju ency counts for each item 

. • r 

2. percentage equivalents for each response categorized by 

various identifiable grduiDihgs 

3. mean score (X^) for each item 

4. standard deviation (S.D.) for each item 
5 -f^scdres .f dr each . itemv^^ ::: 

Various combinations of the data were permitted by the flexibility of 
the cOTputer programs. Data were analyzed for each student group in the 
fdllowing categories: . . . 

1 . prdgram _ * 

2. program GQ.mpletidh: 

3. employment status . : 

The data for each group as a whole were also analyzed to determine 
variations between the cd-dp and the non co-op student respondents. 

hists of four-year colleges and programs chosen by the respondents were 
prepared. Copies ar^ attached in Appendix 6. Samples of comments to various 
items were prepared and are attached in Appendix D. ' 
Company Survey * 

The data analysis for the company survey resiDdnses cdnsisted of: 

1. tabulating frequency counts 

2. calculating the range, mean (X), median, mode, apd percentage values 

for each i tern. . .. ' 

The small number of respdhses that fell into the varidus categories- 
permitted no further analysis; ■ 
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Procedure 

Student Survey 

The entire first mailing of the survey instruments was completed on 
April 18, 1977. Because first class postage was used, non-deliverable letters 
'were returned. The postcards were sent by bulk mail one week later to every 
person in both groups. The entire second mailing of the survey ihstrlirient 
was completed on May 17, 1977. The closing date for returns was dune 22, 1977. 

As returns became avai Table ^ coding was undertaken and various lists 
recording eomitients, the names of colleges attended, and so forth were compiled. 
All returns were used in the ^analysis. Even though a questiohnairel^r'not . 
filled out completely, what responses it did contain were included, with no 
harm 'to the subsequent statistical a^halysls. . 

Only two mailings were needed to receive at least a 50% total return 
rate. Therefore, a third mailing was not used. 

The return rate achieved seemed to indicate the effectiveness* of the ^ 
four previously described procedures initiated to maximize the response rate. 
, Company Survey 

Only one mailing of the Company Survey was planned. r,. 
. fhi3 mailing Was accompl ished on February 25i'>1977. Due to a. slow return 

rate, a random telephone check was conducted. Calls were made to the con- 

>. • ■ - ^ \ ■ . 

tact persons for four non-responding companies. Of those, one indicated that 
there was no time to respond^ one did not receive the letter, and. two cbntact 
persons were ho longer with the companies queried. 

As a result of these difficulties,, telephohe^calls were made to the re- 
^^aining non-responsing companies. Another copy of thfe survey /instrument was 
sent to 'the companies contacted. 
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Assurances of a response were received from a majority of the 35 persons 
contacted. Ten calendar days after the second mailihgi thirteen ebmpletfed 
forms were received from those contacted. 
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CHAPTER III 



RESULTS 

The purpose of this chapter is to present the aeetimtilateel data in 
a systematic manner. For reading ease, each table will be separately 
placed throughout the narrative. The chapter is arranged as follows: 

1; Response rate patternfs are presented for both surveys, 

2. Each question related ta the student survey is stated and the 
pertinent data are presented and briefly discussed. 

3. Each question related to the company survey is stated and the 
pertinent data are presented and briefly discussed. 



Respon|^ Rate ^ 

S-tiiden± SuryBy 

The two'mailings to the co-op student sample yielded a return rate of 
61.01%. Whereas the same two mailings for the non co-op student sample 
netted a return of 44.9%. The cdmposi^te rate for the student survey was 
51.4%, thereby providing a statistically valid sample. (See Tables 2, 3, & 4) 
For the purpose of this report it would be inappropriate to conjecture, as to 
possible reasons for the difference between the. two student groups. The 
choice of participation was ah individual one. The drawing^ however, did 
seem to encourage' responses . As Tables 2' and 3 indicate, the return rate 
for the first mailing along with the reminder postcard resulted in a 48.7% 
return for the co-op group. The non; co-op group response^for^^he-same — — — - 
period was 30%. ' • 



Table 5 indicates the returns listed by jDrbgram for both groups. It 
should be noted that 33.94% of the Non ed-bp respondsnts did not indicate 
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TABLE 2 



Returns for Co-op Student Sample 







Number 


Number 


Number 


Return 




Da^te 


■Mailed 


Non-BelJj/lerable 


Jlaturned 


Rate 


First tetter 


4/18/77 


481 


62 


204 


4^.7% 


Second Letter 


5/17/77 


215 


6 . 


48 


22.9% 


Total 1 






68 = 14.13% 


252 = 


61.01% 



^481 - 68 =_413 
252 ? 413 = 61.01% 



TABLE 3. 
Non .Co-op Student Sample 



Returns 





Date 


Number 
Mailed 


Number 
Non-Deliverable , 


_Hjjmber 
, Returned 


Return 
Rate 


First Letter 


4/18/77 


731 


t 

97 


190 


30.0% 


Second Letter - 


5/1-7/77 


444 


• -24 


84 


19.3% 


" iTotaT : 






121 =J6.55% 


274 = 


44,9% 


^731 - 121 = 
274 4 610 = 


510 

44.9% ■ 














.TABLE „4 










CompO:Site 


Return Rate 










Number 




Number 


Return 






Mailed 


Non- Deli verable 


Returned 


Rate 


First better 




1-,212 


■159 


394 


37.4%' 


Second tetter 




559 


30 " 


132 . 


20;9% 


Total 1 • 






189 = 15.6% 


526 = 


5h4% 


M212 - 189 = 
526 ; 1023 = 


1023 
51.4% . 




,, 4 'i ' ■: 
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TABLE 5 

Student Survey Retu rns bi ste d by Program ■ 

Co-op flmple . Hon Go-op Sample 

N = 252 N = 274 ^ 

- ' ■ «— i— — — — — ' \ • I 

, . Number % of Total Number % of Total 

Rmgram ^ Responses Sample of Responses < Sample 



Auto Body Design 


40 


IS R7 


Q 


^ 9ft 


Survisying Techhdldgy 


1 ^ 


*^ 1 fi 
J • 1 U 




1 ^f; 

1 • *tO 


Arehi teetural Drafting 


29 

Cm J 


11 ^1 


1 0 


0.0/ 


Printing Technology 


2 


H 7Q 


0 

c 


7'3 
• /o 


SDecial Maehihp Hp^inn 


99 


0. / v3 


D 




Graohi c & Coniprri a 1 Art* 


91 


10 71 


z:U 


7 on 


Tool. Fixture S Die Desian 


99 


P 7^ 
O. / J 


1 n 

1 U 


Q AC 


Climate Control Tpchriblndv 


1 1 
1 1 




1 7 




Electro ^TechholoQV 


oo 


1 DP 




1 J . I H 


Radio; TV Sound Repair 




1 • 


q 


1 no 

1 • U7 


Fluid Power Techholndv 

4 1 U 1 ' FT 1 1 ^0 fill 1 VJ y 


7 


9 7A 


c 
0 




Industrial Supervision 


3 


1.19/ 


16 


5.84 


Metallurgical Technology 


13 


1.19 " 


3 


1.09 


Metals Machining 


0 


.e 


2 


.73 


Metrology & Calibration 


3 


1.19 


4 


1.46 


Numerical ControT- 


1 


0.40 


- 6 


1.82 


Welding Technology 


4 


1.59 


18 


3.65 


Ci vi 1 feclinbldgy 


5 


. ^2.38 


9 


3.28 


Not Listed by Studeht 


__6 


2.78 


93 


■ 33.94 


Total — - 


252 




274 





^Arranged here and in fdllowing tables by curriculum code sequence. 



'TftBhE 6 

Cooperative Student Sample L isted by Program 



. Program 


. Number _ 
in Sample 


Responses 


% of the Program 
Sample Size 
Re«;pondinq 


Autd Body -Des-i gh 


76 


40 


52.6 


Surveying Technology 


20 


13 


65.0 


Architectural Drafting 


63 


29 


48.0 


Printing Technology 


4 


2 


50.0 


Special Machine Design 


39 ■ 


22 


,56.4 


Qraphi-c & Commercial Art 


! 55 


27 


49.1 


Tool Fixture & Die Design 


'\ 52 


22 


42; 3 


Climate Control Technology 


\ 23 


' 11 


47.8 


-- 

Electro Technology 


■.63 


38 


60.3 


. _ _ . ... _■ __ <t _ 
Radio i.V. & Sound Repair ^ 


^17 


5 


2§.4 


Fluid Power Technology 


18 


7 


38.9 


Industrial Supervision 


;6 ■ 


3 


50.0 


Metall urgi cal Techn.pl ogy 


26 


13 


50.0. 


Metals Machining 


2 


0 


0 


Metrology & Calibration 




3 


lOG.G 


Numerical Control 




1 


50.0' 


Welding Technology ' 


: 8 


4 


50.0 


Civil Technology 


lo;- 


6 


50. B 


Total 




2462 





^On original lists, six students i.were each identified with two programs. 

Final identification was obscured fon the six. . • . 

^Program affiliation was hot jDi^ovided by six respondents. 



;any program.^ Table 6-prdv.ides additional fnforrnation concerning the Cd^dp 
^ampje. Of the eighteen jDrdgrams included in the sttid^,- eleven programs 
had return rates of 50% or higher. 

£ompa^ .Siirvey ' ** 

f I I. ^ 

The company survey* was. mailed dh February 25,,vl977i The mailings and. 

telephone requests yielded^a 53.57%' respon^se rate (45 returns), eight re- 

: ■ _ __ : ^ . , ' ^ ^ 

sponses were not useable due to varigus re^isons as-- indicated .on Tatwe 7. * 
Some companies did not submit forms as (^mpjete as others. All responses 
were considered part of the reported data.-^ The ^nature of the statistiGal 
calculations used did not require a complete set of data for 'each respondent. 

Answers to Questions Related " ^ 

to the Student Survey 
«. » 

1 . Do more persons who participate -in 'co-r^p • 
education work in careers related to their 
technical program than those who do not » 
participate ih' cd-dp education? 

Over- 21% more co-op respondents are employed full-time ih prdg;ram 

related jobs than are the non co-op respondents. Tables 8, 9 and ID pro- 

vide information concerning respondents': ^ 



1. employment pridr td enrdlling at MCCC 

2. metfiods of * obtaining ^employment 

3. current employment 

Table 8 shows that before erirollihg at MGEG 29.93% of those ih tfie non 
cd-op group had jobs related to their technical programs, while only 19.05% 
of thos^ in co-op had related jobs. But, as Table 10 shdws^ after being at 
MCCC the co-op was .far mdre likely td be.empldyed full-time rn a program re- 
lated job. 

Table 9 shows that'^over one- third of the co-op respondents continued 
working for their co-op employers. From the written explanations abou.t 
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TABLE 7 ■ 

_ Response Rate 
for Employer Survey 

N = 87 



Co-op Companies 
Others^ 

Total s3 



Letters 

68 
19 
87 



^ Responses 

36 
9 

45 (53.57%) 



Useable Resgoftses ^ 



37 (44.04%) 



_■ -r . _ _ _ : ; 

.^Companies which participated iii. the Industrial Cooperative Education 
Program from 1970-1975. 

^Companies registered with SEMLGG Regional .Placement Center as of 
December 10, 1976 and advertised jobs with M.E.E.E. 

^Three forms were returned as non-deliverable, Therefdre, N = 84 for 
percentage calculation. 

^Eight forms were returned blank. The reasons given were: 
a) company was closing down ^ _ 

. b) three companies maintain no record on the subject 

c) company is too^new to co-op to give opinions 

d) three companies responded None to item'A. 
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TABLE 8 

Work Experience Before Enrolling in a 
Technical Program at M.C.CC. 



Total ^ 40] 



Co-of) f^on Co-op 

11252 N ^ 274 



: , ' ... Number % of Number I of 

^ei^ience of Responses Sample of Responses Sample 

Worked Full-Time 104 41 .27 167 ^60.95 

Worked Part-Time 66' 26.19 46 16.79 

Worked in a dob Related to 

Technical Program 48 19.95 82 29.93 

Worked In a Job Not Related 

to technical Program 152 60.32 127 4.6.35 

Mo Work Experience . : .12.30 . . . . . . _M 5..8I. 



438 



.^Students were- permitted to check any item that applied to them; hence, the inflated 
totals. . ■ \ 
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.TABLE 9 



• Methods of Obtaining . Employment. after Lea 

as indicated by Students 


ving.M.e.C.C. 






i N = 252 




Non Go-op 
N = 274 




Methods 


_ Number 

uJ — r\c5pnri5c5 


'% of 
^fnp le 


Number 
of Responses 


% Of 
Sample 


Gontintied with Go- op Company 


94 


37.30 




G 


College Placement Office 


18 


7.14 


o 


9 09 
C , )JC 


Employment Agency 


3 


1.19 , 


7 


2.55 


Parents, Friends, Relatives 


29 


11.51 


, 50 


18,25 


Advertisement 


17 


5.75 


33 


12.04 


Otheri 




23.81 


Hi 


42.34- 


Total2 


221 




214 





^The "other""category contains the following: 

1) applied by going te a company - ■■ 

2) helped by a faculty member 

3) was working for the company while attending M.C.C.C. (non co-op group) 
^Discrepancies in totals are due to incomplete forms. 



. 21 

obtaining ernpVoyitient given by the non co-op stU^dentSj it is apparent that 
rdUghly tKe same jDisrcentage ebritihtied wdrkirig with the same edmpany they 
worked for while attending MCCC, It is , also apparent that the hon co-op 
group tends to seek employment from contacts outside the college rather 
than from withih; 

Table 16 shows some interesting results; Over 64% of the co-op group 
are employed full-time in program related jobs, and only 3.57% are unemployed 
and seeking work. In contrast^ just 43.79% of the non co-dp group are em- 
pldyed full-time in program related jobs, and 5.57%: are unemployed arid seek- 
ing work. Furthermore, of those employed full-time, the non co-dp respondents 
are almost twice as likely as the co-ops to hold a postion not related to 
their studies . ^ ' 

E; Bo former co-op participants earn a higher 
salary than former non co-op participants? 

Table 11 indicates the salary information as stated by the student 

groups. For purpdses of calculatidn the salaries were cdnverted into the 

following scores showing monthly earnings: 

1 = $1 - $900 : 

2 = $901 - $1200 

3 = $1201 - $1500 

4 = $1501 - $1800 

5 = over $1800 . _ . ; 
The scores were then used to provide a mean score, the standard deviation 
and any statistical significance. 

One-fourth of each group did not respdnd to this sensitive item. The 
average .salary for the non co-op group was calculated as significantly Higher 
than the salary for the co-op group. 



TABLE 10 

Current Employriieht Status of Respondents 
to the Student Swrvpy 



Co-op Sample . . Non Co-op Sample 

N - 252 : N = 274 



^- - . _'Nufiiberl ' ■ % dt Total NumBer I of Total 

of Responses Sample of Responses Sample.: 

Employed full-time in a 

program related job 163 64.68 120 43,79 

Employed full- time in a . ; 

non program related job 37 14,68 . ^ 77 28.10 

Employed part-time 18 '7.14 11 4.01 
UnempToyed and seeking ^ 

wo*""^ 5 3.57 18 6.57 

Unemployed arid not " ■ ^ 

seeking^work' • _9 3.57 ' • ^84 

Total 1 • 236 93.64 242 88.31 



Discrepancies in totals are results of incomplete items on returned questionnaires. 



TABLE I V 

- Hbhthly Sal ary^ Receivedby 
Respondents to the Student Survey 



Co-op Sample 
N = 252 



Non Co-op Sample 
N = 274 



Mdhthly Salary 
$0 - 900 
^OQI - 1200 
$1201 - vl500 
$1501 - 1800 
over $1800 
No Response 

Mean Score (X) 



Number 
of Responses 

62 

71 

45 

10 

1 

63. 

.'2.032 -;— 



% Ahsweri hq. 
the .Question 

32.80 

37.56 

23.80 

5.29 

0.52 



_ ^lumber 
a£^espans&s 

47 

75 

44 

23 
12 
. 73 



% Answering 
the Question 

23.38 

37.31 

21.89 

11.44 

5.97 



Sta nd ard Reviati on ( B.B. ) = .9080 



Mean Score (!) = 2.393* 

?;t.anHard Rfivi gt.tnh ( S.Pi ;) = 1.1.?7? 



♦statistically significant at .99 level 

n = $1 - 900 
. 2 = $901 - '1200 

3 = $1201 - 1500 : • ■ 

. 4 = $1501 - 1800 
•• 5 - over $1800 

Each salary was converted to a score for the calculations. 
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TABLE 12 

Average Monthly Salary^ (Mean) for. 
Some Subgroups of Student Respondents 



■ . Go-op Sample Non Co-op Sample' ■ 

Subgroups- Mean (X) swe S.CI.3 Mean (X) Score S.D. 

6raduates . 2.088 .9550 2.405* 1.1197' 

Non Graduates ■ , 1.900 .7550 2.429** 1.1551 

Program Related Job Holders 2.954 '.8913 2.429** 1.1856. 

. Non Prbgrafn Related dob Holders '1.867 .8844 2.294* 1 .1254 

Design Technology Programs 1.894 ,8659 2.196 1.1909 

f ■ 

MechanicaV Technology Programs j .2.254 ,9452 : 2.581* '1.S6B8 

■ Program Not Known^ None 2.262 1.1722 



♦significant at .95 level 
**s1gnificant ^at .99 level 

M = $1 - 900 

2 = $901 - 1200 

3 = $1201 - 1500 

4 = $1501 - 1809. 
,5 = over, $1860 

2n = 93 for the Non Co-op Sample 



^sj,'= Standard Devicition 
ERIC 



. 25 . 

One- third of the co-op respondents earn $900 or less per nidhth; 
only 24% of the non co-op group earn salaries in that /category. The hon co-op 
group shows a 17.41% representation in the two highest categories; whereas* 
only 5;81% of the co-op group are in those categories. 

Table 12 presents the same information using the translation used pre- 
viously for seven subgroups of both student samples; In the six cases having 
data for: both groups, the salary was significantly higher- for five non co-op 
subgroups. Only the Design Technology subgroup difference was hot signifi- 
cantly greater. 

3. Why do students* enrol 1 in the Industrial 
Technology Program at MCCC? 

Table 13 indicates the responses made by the two grdups for this item. 

It is interesting to note that 33.21% of the ndri cd-dp group said that job 

Upgrading^ was a reason for coming to MEee. However, only 12.30^ of the co-op 

group so indicated. Over 40% of both student groups indicated the reason for 

enrollment at MCCC was to get a different >jdb . The percentage df respondents 

who indicated preparation for college transfer was 27;78% for the co-op group 

and 22^63% for the non co-op group. • ' 

4. Do more persons who participate in the Co-op 
option graduate from MCCC than thdse whd dd 

' not particip'ate in the Gd-op option? 

fable 14 shows that 57;07% of the co-op sample graduated and 38.68% of 
the non co-op sample graduated,. 

This question is answered yes because 28.39% more df the co-op grdUp 
graduated frdm MCCC than did the noh co-op group; 

Table 15 describes the educational activities of both ^groups since 
attendance at MCCC. Of the co-op group, 65.48% reported further educational 
activi ties . and 60.58% df the ndh cd-dp grdUp sd repdrted. The table alsd 
reveals that 21.51% of the co-op respondents indicated attendance at a four 
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TABLE 13 

Reasons for Enrdlling in a Technical Program 
at H.C.£ .£. as Stated by Respondents ■ 

" " " t . 





Co-op ! 
" N = 


Sample 
252 


Non Co-op Si 
N = 27' 


imple 

1 ' . 


Reason 


Number . ^ 
of Responses 


^ I of Total 
Sample 


Number 
of Responses 

91 


% of Total 
Sample 


tJbb Upgrading - 


' . 31 ' 


■ 12.30 


33.21 


Get a Different Job 


118.- 


- 46.83 


119 


43.43 . 


Get ^ dob 


43 


17.06 


19 


6.93 


Prepare for College Transfer 


70 


27.78 


62 


22.63 


Erfipl Oyer's Suggestion " 


,1 


■ .40 ' 




2.92 


OtheH 




^ 21.83 


Ji 


18:bi 


: Total2 


318 




• 35G 





^ The two major categories of these cdmnients are: 
1) for a personal education - . 
• 2] ah expressed interest in the field 

^Students iiiay have indicated more than one reason. 
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: , TABLE 14 

i 

■ ._. GraeltJBtinh StatHsl 

Co-op Graduates • Non Co-op Graduates 

Year Number of Graduates Number of Graduates^ 

1970 8 4 

1971 18 5 . 

1972 14 8 

1973 22 . 13 

1974 .33 21 

1975 - 38 14 

1976 26 .25 

1977 Jl 

Total 159 = 57.e7% of 252 165 = 38.58% of 274 

N o n Graduates ■. ' 

7X^CU55^of 252 154 = 56.26% of 274 



- - - - - -A - - ■- - - - 

^Totals for students who indicated the year of graduation, 

^2.4% of the sample did not respond to this item. .. 

35. 12% of the sample did not respond to this item. 



TABLE 15 

EdiJcatiDnal Activities Attended SinceLeavihg M.C.R,!;:, 



Co-op Sample Non Co-op Sample 

252 N = 274 



ir % of Total Number % of Total 

of Responses Sample of Response^ SatBpte 

Took courses at another • < . • • 

two-year college ^ 10 3.97 24 8.76 

Took courses at a four- - 

year college 54 2h51 78 ^ 28.46 " 



one or more in- ' ' 

service activities 37 14.68 27 9.85 

Completed one or more • ._ 

technical programs 12 4.76 28 10.22 

Working toward .i : 

Bachelor's degree ,67 26.59 43 • 15.69 

Completed a Bachelor's 

degree 11 . 4.37 10 3.65 
None- " . _aZ 34.52 J08 39.42 
Total ^ ^ 318 



^Students were able to indicate more than one. 



year college. Of the non co-op respbhdehtSi 28;45% said they had attended 

a four year college.. Appendix C provides lists of institutions, majors and 

creditjiours as supplied by the students frbm both groups. (Table 35 in 

Appendix G presents a recapitulation of the totals)* 

5. Do co-op students perceive the preparation 
they receive in the various MCCC Industrial 
Technology Programs mo re^ favorably- than non 
_cb-bp students in the same programs? ' 

Table 15 indicates that the mean scores on six of the seven items were 

more favorable for the co-op group. The item ability to get along with others^ 

g _ ... .. '_. __ 

was rated only slightly higher by the non co-op 'group. The differences for 

the following three items were calculated as statistically significant in 

favor of the co-op group: 

1. hands-on experience 

2, getting a better job . ; 
3; overall program rating 

The students were asked to indicate changes that could be made in the 
programs. Samples of the suggestions and comments are attached in Appendix D, 
Section 1 and 2. 

Directly following Table 16 are seven additional tables (Tables 17 to 23). 
Each presents one aspect of preparation as listed in Table 16. The mean, 
standard deviation and resulting significant differences are then presented 
for the following seven subgroups: 

1 . graduates 

2. non graduates ' . 

3. program related job holders 

4. non program related job holders 

5. Design Technology programs ' ' " 

6. Mechanical Technology programs • . 



TAB,t.E 16 



Preparation Received At M.C.C.C. As Pereeived 
By Respondents^ 



Cd-cip Sample 
N = 252 



Nbn Ge-ep Sample 
N = 274 



Ability tl Commun- 
icate iWitH ethers 

To Get a| Better Job 

Overall My Program 
Was 



246 

243 
244 

243 



2.191 

2.198 
2.168* 

2.140* 



.937 

,;899 
1.064 

.896 



247 

247 

235 

256 



2.085 

2.126 
2.589 

2.402 



Preparation 


Number of 
Responses 


Mean 


Standard: 
Deviation 


Number of 
Responses 


• Standard 
Mean Deviatior 


techriieai Knowledge ' 


247 


2.053 


.970 


256 


2;078 .902 


Hands-on Experience 


248 


2.391* 


1.148 


248 


2.669 1.152 


Self- Understanding 


245 


•2.331, 


.952 


247 


.2.344 .872 , 


Ability to Get Along 













, .847 

;875 
1.252 

.999 



♦significant at the .99 level 



0 
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fie scores were tabulated as follows: 

1 = Excellent 

2 ^ 

3 = 

4 = Fair 

5 = Poor 



Si 



3 



i' 



TABLE 17 



.Average Scores of Some Subgroups 
of Student Respondents to Aspeets of 
Technical Preparatmlecgived M.B.E .B. 

Technical Knowledge 



-Sub^mip- 


Co-Op Sample 
"Mean {Xj^ S.D.2 


Hm Co-op J 

Mean (X) 


Sample 
S.D. 


Graduates 


2.000 


.9540 


2.049 


.8099 


Non graduates . 


2.145 


.9961 


2.086 


.9523 


Program Related Job Holders 


1.994 


.9155 


2.016 


^.8423 


Ndn Program Related Job Holders 


■ 2.318 


1.1236 


2.051 


.8986 


Besign Technology Programs 


2:027 


1.0195 . 


2;246 


;9230 


Mechanical Technology Programs 


2.099 


.8777 


2.068 


,•.8900 


Program Not Known ^ 


None 


None 


1.988 


.882 



I 

^Scores were tabulated as follows: - , . ' 

1 = Excellent ^S.d. = Standard Deviation 

2 = Good _ 

3 = Adequate ' '^N = 93 for non co-op group 

4 = Fair • - 



•:. TABbE 18 ' : 

Average Scores of Some Subgroups " 
of Student Respohdents to Aspects 
of Technical Preparation Received at M.E.C.G: 



HandS"6n Experience 



StJ5nroiip • * • 


Co-Op 

• Mm m^- 


Sample 
. S.D.^ 


Non Co-Op Sample 
' Mnari fX) 


... ^ 

Grailuates'_ ■ * ' ^ , ' 


2.357** 


1.1089 


2.587 


1.1516' 


Non Graduates < 


2.408 


1;183G. 


• 2;622 


1.729 


Program Related ^ob Holders 


2.351** ' 


1.1183 


' 2.612 


■ .1.1309 


Non. Program Related Job Holders 


2.659 ; 


1 .2782 ' 


; 2.608 ' 


1.1604'' 


, Design Technology Programs ; '• •■ 


2.273* 


. ■■T.I54I 


'■ 2.875 


1.1190 


, j^ctianical Technology Prografiis ' 


. 2.637 


1.1145 

< 


^2.823 


1.1916 


Program Not Known ^ 


None. 


None 


2.291 


1.021 ' 



* significant at .99 level 
,, >** significant at .95 level 



^ergs. were tabulated as follows: ; ' 

. 1 = Excellent . ^S.D. = Standard Deviation 

2 = aood . _ . 




TABLE 19 



Average Scores o, Sotue Subgrpups _/u 
of Student Respondents to Aspects, of _ _ 
Je^iimcal Preparation Received ati.tX.Z.' 



Self-Hnder^tandinq 



Subgroup . . 


Go-Qp 

• Mean. (X) i . 


Sample 
S.B.2 


Non Co-Gp Sample 

to in ?i.rL 


Graduates ' 


' 2.216 


.8831 


2.280 


.8134 


Nbh Graduates 


2.568 ; 


1.0537 


2.356 , 


.9065 


Program Related Job Holders 


2.376"^ 


.9534 


2.275 


.7954 


Non Program Related 'Job Holders 


: ' 2.386, 


.9345 


2;276 


.8826 


Desigri Teehhblpgy Programs 

* 


2.268 
\ 


:9528 


2.386. 


..9506 : 


Mechanical Technology Programs 


: * 2.372 


.8004 , 


2.438 


.8989 


Program Not Known ^ , 


None . . ' 




2.234 


:83ie 



1 



Scores were tabulated as follows: 

1 = Excellent ■ 

2 = Good; 

3 = Adequate 

4 = Fair 

5 = Poor 



^S.D, = Standard Beviation. 
= 93 for non co-op group 



TABLE 20 



. Average Scores of Some SubgroujDS 
... of Student Respondents, to Aspects of 
Technical Preparation Received at M.C.C.C. 



MiUiy To Get' -Along With Others 



Subgroup 


Co-Op Sample 
Mean (X)^ ^ S.D/ 


Non Cd-Op 
Mean (X) 


Sam|3Tes;' . 


Graduates - , 


2.095 


.8468 


2.112 


•> 

:7678 


Non Graduates 


2.419 


1.0906 


^ 

; 2,074** 


.8798. 


Program Related Job Holders 


2.215 


'.9119 ■ 


2 ,008** 


.8215 


Noh Program Related dob Holders 


2.182 


1.0062 


. 2.039 


. 7854 


Design Jedhnology Programs 


2.180 


.9803 


2.196 


.9528 


_ J .' . . ' _ . _ , 

Mechanical' Technology Programs 


2.169 , . 


.8243 




.7278 


Prograni Not Listed^ 

•i 


„ None 




2.192 ■ 


.8920 



** significant at .95 level 



Scores were tabulated as follows: 
. i = Excellent - 

2 = Good 

3 = Adequate 

4 = hif' 

5 = Pbcir 



^S.D. =;Standard Deviation 
= 93 for non co-op group 



TABtE 21 



..^^^'^^O^.^cores of Some Subgroups 
of Student Respondents to Aspects of 
Technical Preparation Received at M.C.C.C. 




Ability To Cofiirtiuriicate With Others 



Graduates 

Non Graduates 

Program Related Job Holi 

Won Program Related dob Holders 
-■L J' _ _ ■ _ ^ 

-----U' -~ " . 

Design Technology Programs 

_ _ . ' .» .... 

Mechanical Technology Programs 
Prbg raiii Not Known ^ 



Co-0p Saf 

Mean; (X) ^ 


n'ple ^ 
•S.D.^ 


Hon :Ca-Op Sample 


2.096 


.8304 


2.124 


.8028 


2'. 438 


1 . 0066 


2.147** 


.9198 


2.225 


.8752 


2;:e59 .. 


;8161 


2.136 


.990,7 


2.066 


.8635 


2.230 


.9234 


2.268' 


: .9909 


2.157 


.8333 


. 2.009 


.6976 


None 


None 


2.205 


.9790 



♦♦significant at .95 level. 

- _ ' _ ' , _ ^ 

^Scores were tabulated as- follows: 
^ 1 = Excellent 
2 = Good , 
. 3 = Adequate > 
. ' 4 = Fair 
5 = 



^S.D. = Standard Deviation 
= 93 for hoh ed-op group 



TABbE 22 



Scores of Some Subgroups 
of Student Respondents to Aspects of 
Technical' Preparation Received at M.C.C.C. 



To Get A Better Job_ 



Subgrbujj 


■ ' ■ II ' 

6a-0p Sample 
^Mean (X)i. S.D.2 . 


' Non Co-op Sample . 
Mean (X) S.D. 


Graduates 


2.091** 


.1.0080 


2.378 


1.1385 


Non Graduates 


2.320* 


1.1333 


2.894 


1.2930 


Prograin Related. Oob Holder? 


1.971* 


.9338 


■ 2.328 


1.1047 


Non Program Related Job Holders 


3.024 ' 


1.2438 


2.871. • 


1,2412V, 


Design Technology Programs 


2.143*: 


1.0880 


2.942 


. 1.2467 


Mechanical Technology Programs 

« 


■ 2.233 


. 1.0545 


2; 500 


f;1587 


Program Not Known 3. 


None 


None 


•2.784 


1.348 



* significant at .99 level 
** significant at .95 level, 



•^Scores were tabulated as follows: 

1 = Excellent 

2 = Good 

3 = Adequate 

4 = Fair 

5 = Poor 



^S.D. = Standard Deviation 
= 93 for non- co-op group 



, r 
ft- 
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TABLE 23 



Average Scores, of Some Subgroups 
_ of Student Respondents to Aspects of 
/ " - Technical 'PreparatiGri Received at M.B.E.E. 



a" - ■ 

Subgroup j 


Overall My Program Mas 

Co-dp Sample 
Mean {X)i. . S.D.2 


Non Co-Op Sample 
Mean (X) S.D. 


Graduates 


■ 2.067** 


. 8774 


2.35e 


.9581 


Nbh Graduates 


2.267 


.8692 


2.426 


1 .0467 


Program; ' Related Job Holders 


2.065 


.8412 • 


2.254 


.9714 


Non Program Related Job Holders 


2.545 • 


1.0103 


2.450 


.9605 


Design Teehhblbgy Prbgrains 


' 2.:e88*- 


.9295 


2.-534 


1.0637 


Rechariical" Technology Prdgrams 


2.225 ■ 


^ .8313 


2.379 


. .9796 


Program Not Known ^ 


' None . 


None 


2. 341 


1.015 



* significant at .99 level 
** sighifiearit at .95 level 



Scores were tabulated as follows: 

1 = Excellent ^S.D. = Standard Deviation 

2, = Good. 

3 = Adequate * ^N = 93 for non co-op group 



Table 17 shows how the respbndehts evaluated the ''technical know- 
ledge" they acquired at JieBG. ' Students who had- the co-op experience 
and who held jobs related to their programs were the most satisfied with 
thiB technical knowledge they acquired. Least satisfied were non co-bp: : 
students who has studied in some; of the Design JeehnoTogy programs; 

Table 18 notes that the co-op respondents f rom the Design technology 
programs rated the "hands-on experience" aspect of the program most favor- 
able. The score was significant at the .99 level when compared to the 
Design Technology programs' non co-op respondents. The co-op graduate 
subgroup and program related job holder subgroup also had statistically 
.significant ratings. > 

Table 19 describes the perception of the "development of self under- 
standing" at M66B. The most favorable rating was given by the cd-op 
graduate subgroup. The least favorable rating was given by the non co-op 
Mechanical Technology respiDndents. 

The items presented in Tables 29 and 21, "ability to get along with 
others" and "ability to communicate with others/" received very similar 
ratings i'rqni the co-dp respondents. The pattern was evident for the hdri 
co-dp respondents aUd. 

It is apparent from Table 22 tha/the program related job holders 
who were co-ops felt that the technical preparation at MCCC helped them 
to "get a better job." It seems the expectatidns df this cd-dp group were 
met in this regard. Oh the dther hand, the hdh program related job holders 
who were co-ops rated the item with the least favorable score from bqth 
samples. , . 

Table 23 gives the ratings for the overall program.- Five co-op sub- 
grdups gave the techtiical preparatidh received at MCCG a higher rating than 
the same noh eb-op. subgroups. Only the hbh cb-op^ non program related jofcr. 

9 



Holders rated the overall program slightly higher than the same co-op - 
^ subgroup. The co-op graduate subgroup and Design Technology programs 
subgroup had scores that were statistically significant when compared 

with the corresponding non eo-op subgroups; 

_ti • _ 

6. How do former co-op students rate their 
co-op job placements? 

Table 24 indicates that 82.77% of the respondents (197) rated the 
job placement as excellent or good; The mean score of 1;823 expresses 
this finding. Space wa^ provided on the survey for comments on this item. 
Examples of these comments are attached in Appendix D* Section 3. It is 
interesting to note that the comments listed cover a wide range of dpihidhs 
,and experiences. The tone conveyed by the statements, however, relays a 
generally favorable -attitude toward the co-op job. 

Directly fdlldwing Table 24, ratings for the subgroups are given in 
Table 25. Whether or not a student thought His eo-op experience was- rele- 
vant to his program depends to some degree on his perception of the two 
and on his ability to use on the job that he learned in classy 

7. How do former cd-dp students rate the rele- 
vance of the courses to the cd-dp experience? 

Table 26 shows that the respondents' mean (X) score Was 2.112. Sample 

comments pertaining to this item are attached in App.endix D, Section 4; The 

comments on the relevance issue were varied. The perceptive and transfer 

abilities of the students as they move from classrddm td jdb envlrdnment are 

variables that may have influenced the comments;.. Immediately following those 

cdmments are samples of suggestions and comments concerning the Co-op option 

in Appendix D, Section 5. 

r Directly following fable 26, ratings for the subgroups are given in . 

Table 27. The ratings given by students who Had graduated from a program 

and those given by students who held positions related to their studies were 




TABLE 24' 



Rating sf Go-oid deb Plaeements as Perceived 
by Co-op Respondents 



N = 252 



Ratingi 


Number 
of Respondents 


Answering the 
Question 


% of Total. 
Sample 


Excellent 


117 




46.43 


Good 


80 


33.61 . 


31.75 


Adequate 


J 0 




ETC 


Fair 


19 


7.98 


7.54 


Poor 


8 


3.36 


3.17 


No Response 


15 




6.00 


Total 


252 




100.56 


Mean Score 


= 1.823 






Standard 
Deviation 


= 1;068 







^The scores were tabulated as follows: 

1 = Excellent 

2 = Good 

3 = Adequate 

4 = Fair - 

5 = Poor 



TABLE 25 
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Average Ratings of Go-Op dob Plaeement 
by Some Subgroups of ; Respondents 



Co-Op Sample 



Subgroup 


Mean (X) ^ 




Graduates 


1.685** 


.9328 


Noh Graduates 


2.676 


.1.1966 


.Program Related Job Holders 


1.636* 


.8665 


Non Program Related dob Holders 


2.665 ' 


1.4666 


Design Technology Programs 


1.867 


1.0242 


Mechanical Technology Programs 


1.744 


1.1349 



^Scores were tabulated as follows: 

1 = Excellent 

2 = Good ^significant at .99 level 

3 = Adequate **sighifieant at .95 level 

4 = Fair 



5 = 

^S.-O. = Standard Deviation 



TABLE 26 



Relevance of Courses to Co-op Job Placement 
as Perceived by Respondents ■ 



%:of Total 



Rating^ . 


Number ;^ 
of ResplDndeats 


Answering 
^^^^^^ ' 


% of Total 
Sample 


Excellent : ^ 


92' 


38.33 


36.51 


Good 


76 


31.67 


30.16 


Adequate 


39 


15.25 


15.48 


Fair 


19 


■7.92. 


7.54 


Poor 


14 


5.83 


5.56 


No Response; 


12 




4.76. 


Total 


252 


IQB.BB 


IBB.ei 



Mean (X) r 2.112 




Deviation =^1.173 



^Scores were tabulated as follows: 

1 = Excellent 

2 = Good 

3 = Adequate 

4 = Fair 
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TABLE 27 

Average Rating of Relevance of Courses to Cd-Op 
Job Placement of Sortie Cd-Op SubgrdUps 



Co-Op Sample 

. Subgroup iiean (iyj S.D.^ 

Graduates 1.982** 1.0847 

Nen Graduates 2.361 1.2517 



Program Related Job Holders 1.893* 1.0120 

Non Program Related Jdb Holders • 2.976 1.3885 

Design Techndldgy Programs 2.207 1.2016 

Mechanical Technology Programs 1.917 1,0824 



^Scores were tabulated as fdllows; 
1 = Excellent 
1^ 



♦significant at .99 level 

3 = Adequate **significant at .95 level 

4 = Fair 7-—' 

5 = Poor 

2S.B. = Standard Deviation 
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bbtPf statistically sigriif icanti it shedld be hbtedi however, that these 
groups of students are not mutually exclusive. 

Answers. to Questions Related \ . 

to the Company Survey j 

! ■ ' - -■ ' 

Respondents to the company survey were asked to estimate the numbers 
of their employees who were trained in various programs in Industrial Tech- 



nology at MCCCi Their answers are displayed in Tables 28 and 29. • Findings 
are based on these estimates. ' 

8. How do employers of for'mer coTop students ^ 
rate the technical p^^eparation -received 

by cd-dp students dt MCCC? jj 

Table 30 describes the employers' perceptions of their employees trained 
at MCCC in the Design Technology programs. An axceJljen t ra ti ng was designated 
by twelve of the respondents (41 .38%) and thirteen indicated an adeg^jtate rat- 
ing (44.83%). ' ' 

Table 31 presents the same information for the Mechanical Technology 
programs. The small number of responses involving this area (nineteen) indi- 
cates that the respdndents were generally more familiar with the Design Pro-^ 
grams rather than the Mechanical Programs. The excellent rating accounted 
for nine of the responses (47.37%); and adequate , for eight of the responses 
(42.10%), ~ ^ 

9. How do employers of former hon co-dp students 
rate the technical preparation received by 

"\ ' these students at MEGG? 

Table 32 indicates that only six of the respondents (24%) found the 
preparation of the Design Technology Progrj'ams to be excellent ; and fourteen 
as adequate. (56%). | 

Table 33 notes a simitar rating for the Mechanical Technology programs, 
with ten choosing excellent (45.45%) and eleven ;ehoosing adequate (50%). 
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• ; TABLE 28 

' EstifTiated* Number Gf Employees 
Trained in the Industrial Technology 
Programs at M.C.C.C. from 1979-1975 



0 



Number of 
Employees 



Mean (average number per company) = H-S 



5 



.Mfedian (mid-point) 
Hdcje (most frequent number) " ^ 



Range (lowest to highest number) ~^ 1-15S 



TABLE 29 ' jj^ 

Estimated. Number of Employees from Table 28 
Who Participated in Cboperative Education 
at M.C.C.C. from 1970-1975 

Response N =' 37 • ' 

' Number of 

Employees 

Mean (average numbter per company) ' = 5.3 

Median (mid-point) = 3 

Mode (most frequent number) = 6 

Range ^ (lowest to hi ghest ^.n umber) = 0-40 



VSix companies indicated that none of those 
hired had participated in cooperative ^edueation. 
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^ TABLE 30 

Employer Perceptions of the Technical Preparation Given in the 
Design. Technology Programs at M.C.C.C. 

Re sponse N = 29 ' , 



Ratings for Co-op Students 



Program 
•Auto Body Design 
Surveying 

Architectural Drafting 
Minting Technology 
Special Machine Design 
Graphic & Commercial ' 

_ _ _ _ _ ; 

Tool Fixture & Die Design, 

I ■ - _ 

Total " - 



J - - - 



3 

3 

_41.38% 



2 , 



0 

3 ' 

13 = 44.83% 



Fai r ' 
0 
B 



3 = 



4: 
1 



• 0 - 
10.34% 



Poor 

G 

0 

• 0 

e 



1 = 3,44% 



53 



■ ... TABLE 31 

if * 

Employer Perceptions of the.Technical Preparation Given in the 
Mechanical TechnQloov Programs at ^^.C.£.£. 
. ^ Response N = 19 , [ : ' ' 



M t iT>^ f 4^^^tu de n ts 



Program 
eiimate' ebntrol Technology 
•Electro Technology 
TV & Sound Repair 
Fluid Power Teehhbldgy 
Industrial SupeK^i on 
Metallurgical Technology 
Metals Machining 
Metrology S Galibration- 
Numerical Control 
Welding Technology: 
Civil Technology 



E-xceTlenf 


.Adequate 


Fair • 




1 


d 


0 


Q 




• 2 


i 


B 


0 


2 . 


9 


0 








1 


r 


0 


d ■ 


,0 


d 


0 


0 


;1 


1 


D 


0 


1 


' 0 


0 


_ d 


1 


0 


1 


0 


0 


0- 


b 


0 


0 ; 


0 


0 


0 


i.1 ^ 


2 


G 


d 



TABLE 32 

Employer Perceptions of the 
Technical Preparation Given in .the ' 
Des4-gQ-Te-dino1ogy vProgra'mi at M.C.C.C. 
-Response N = 25 ^ 



Ratihljs for Hon Cb-bp Students 



Program Excellent Adequate 

Auto Body Design 2 3 0 

Surveying 0 2 G 
Architectural 

Drafting Q 1 Q 

Printing Technology 0 11 
SpeciaV Machine 

: Design 1 4 1 

Graphic & Commercial 

Art ;0 3 2 

Tool , Fixture S Die 

jn 3 0 1 



Total 



6=24% 



14=56% 



5=20%- 



TABLE 33 

_ . Employer Pereeptions of the 
Teehnieal Preparation Given in the 
Mechanical Technology Prog rams, at M.C.C.C. 
nse N = 22 



Ratings for Non Co-op Students 



.i Program 
Climate Control Technology 
Electro Technology 
TV & Sound Repair 
Fluid Power Technology 
Industrial Supervision 
Metallurgical Technology 
Metals Machining 
Metrology & Calibration 
Numerical Control 
Heldihg Technology 
Civil Technology 

Automotive Tech 

Aviation Mech Technology , 

Labor Studies 

To" — - 
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0 
2 

- 1 
2 

e 

2 
.0 
0 

i 

9 

0. 
0 

d 

10=45.45 



Adequate 




Pnnr 


0 


0 


■o_ 


:3 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 . 


1 


D 


0 


i 


0 


0 


1 


.0 


1 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0, 


■ 0 


1 


e 


0 


i- . 


Q 


0 


2 


0 


0 


/ 2 


0: 


0 




0 


d 


11=501 


0 





TABLE 34 

Employer Responses Boneerm'ng tong-Range 
Effects.of Booperatlve Education 
N = 37 , 



Effects 



were co-ops* 



Number 



Responses 

m 



Number 



% 



— No Btffereace 
Number i 



' Tend to be promoted faster^ 


18 


48.64 




0 


18- 


48.64 : 


^-Appear-fljoxe. satisilei. _ 


..,.13 


35.1.V- 


5 


13.51 


19 


J1J5__ 


Are more efficient 


23 


52.16 


3 


8;ie . 


ii 


29; 72 


Learn on the job quicker 


27 


72;97 


2 


5:49 


9 


24:32 


Understand the company 
. better 


24 


64.86 " 


: 1 


2.-70 


12 • 


'32.43 



^Orie respondent omitted this item. 
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10. How do employers rate the* Indus trial Cooper- 
ative Education Program at- MCCC based on 
their experiences with MCCC students they 

^ hire? ■ 

Table 34 addresses itself directly to the above question; Employers 
were presented with several items. The resporise choices were:' Yes, JJto, 
and No Difference , there was ah even split of opinion as to the promdtidn 
rate of co-ops versus non co-ops: Half otabed that, ^s, co-ops do tend 
to be promoted faster and half i n d i c a to d ji^:-:^ iff g^^^^f between the two 

gi^oups . - 

• • _ ■ , _ .__ ^ " ■_ _ V 

Nineteen employers (51. 35?) perceived M Difference in employee satis- 

fatioh of co-ops versus non co-ops, and thirteen employers ^(35.13%) indi- 
cated that Yes co-ops .appear more satisfied. Co-iop employees are considered 
to be more efficient than non co-op employees. This is reflected by the 
responses of the twenty-three respondents (52.15%) who answered Yei to the 
item compared with eleven (29.72%) who indicated No Dil ferehce between the 
groups. 

Go-ops are perceived as able to lear:ri more quickly on the job as indi- 
cated by twenty-seven respondents (72.972). Go-ops also tend to under- " 
stand the company better as indicated by 24 )^esponses (64.86%). 

11. What do employers of foraer MCCC students 
see as the strengbhs and weaknesses of the 

• various ^Industrial Technology Programs at 
: ; MCCC? 

; The. fol lowing 1 ists -represent soaie comments as stated by company respon- 
dents. All statements were reproduced exactly as the respondents submitted 
them., - ■ . ■ 
Strengths of Design Technology Programs 

Students seem to be able? to 'V-''': ^w'^i?^' f- i/i')ltor very well. 

Excellent program. 

Program seemed specif i^ari; i^uIvm?:' -uir functions and required 
skills. 
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Strengths 6f -i3esi'gn Technology Prpgrariis (corit'dj 
Well disciplined people. 

f 

Macomb Gollege produces people with enthusiasm. 
Good general background. 
Practical appl i cations. 
Good basic course. 

Skilled, capable and hard vvorking students. 
Work ethic and attitudiral training. 
A well rounded program. 

■■; Know-ledge of- perspeeti ve- drlaw-ing-. - - - ■ ■ 

Strength ^- of the Mechanical Technology Programs 

Good understanding of basic electronic principles. 

Good math S sxienee courses. 

Some very qualified and experienced -instructors. 

Good. 

Technically it is sound. 
Good technical background. 

Total program has good broad ac^ademic background. 

Student available before and after normal student summer employeeSo 

Working knowledge of pumps and related systems is good. 

Weakness es-of the Design Technplogy Programs 

Our need is .more technical/engiheering.oriehted as Illustrators, 
but as the students had the basic skills the transition and de- 
velopment went satisfactorily. - 

Bl ueprint reading, drawing, Tetterihg,- 

Classroom "state oF tho a.^t" lags far behind industry. Curriculuin 
is "lackluster" and very, very basic. 

Need more work in basic i^kiMs, 
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Wearinesses of the Design Techhdibgy Prograrns (cbht'd)- 

Students seem to be "unable to think for themselves. 

knowledge of construction S design only fair . (This may be 
unfair judgment of freshman & sdphorricire college students).- 

Blueprint reading of large involved structures ;* Field pro- 
cedures for constuction. Ofc procedures for design. 

Not nearly enough in-depth study of the trade. 

Problem solving. 

Too much by the book; Bad spelling; tight linework; 
Lack of theoretical training on higher level. 

Draf-ttiig-quali-ty-^ -tol erances .-vs . . cost ^_ p.topeiiJnaterlal _sel ection , 

Hands oh training. 

MeaJ<ness^s x^f the Mechanical Technology Pr^grams^ 

The students get the impression. they will khdw.everything and 
make fantastic salaries their first week otit of school. 

Practical application of technical knowledge limited. 

Lack of exposure to practical aspects (industrial application 
of electronic principles). 

Should have more labs. \ 

Bbes not keep up with current technology; A few unqualified ; 
''professors.'* 

Needs to be included as part of the co-op program, (automotive 
mechanics) / 

> ; ' ' I, ■ 

Suggestions for the Besign Technology Programs 

Eliminate tlie book. Use somebody's practical experience. Work 
on weaknesses. 

Upgrade the quality (if necessary at the cost of quantity). 

Invite industry personnel to lecture to students on practical 
aspects of design. 

Develop a program to include "auto chassis design." 
Longer class. Less studehtSi 
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Stiggestioris for the Besigri— TBdnriblQ^-Prograrns (cbritid- ) 

Stress legal implications of surveying. 

Me should try and get more students into these programs - 
especially co-op students. 

More updated information to be supplied tb the student. 

Need more detailing (Dim. Fundamentals) tolerances {P.S., S.O. R.F.) 

Less theory and more practical teaching. 

Some work could be done oh organizing the thoughts. 

Stress drafting & lettering techniques also bldg. const, materials 
methods. General ly— We have been, quite satisfied with the stu- 
dents who have worked with us. Perhaps an in-depth objective anal- 
ysis discussion would reveal morec 



Some design courses involving large prejjects that give co-op an_ 
opportunity to design some structural concrete^ structural steely 
and other basics. Practical construction procedureSj^ and tech- 
niques for large construction projects that involve millions of 
dollars. 



Suggestions for the Mechanical Technology Programs 

Not familiar with your school programs » but both co-op students 
that were with us seemed to learn n^adily by working alqng with 
our experienced mechanics. The last student (who I intended to 
hire full timej left me to join the Arnt/ Tank Arsenal in Warren, 
Mich, ' 

Your program fits our needs very well. 

Give more concentration to daily problem solving in industrial 
electronics during class work. 

Get instructors with more work related experience. Just as 
the co-op program emphasi zes .experiehcej so should the faculty 
consider that a requirement for its members. 

Me continue to he eed for students with an "auto mechanic'^ 
background. 



ERAPTER IV 

Discuss iON 



Introduction 

The previous chapter addressed itself to the tabulation and transfer 
of data from the surveys to an organized, descriptive format. This final " 
chapter fulfills the aspect of descriptive research which "implies that 
some type of analysis and evaluation be involved in the protess."i 

This chapter briefly expresses some inferences and response patterns 
that wer-e not already presented and summarizes the study. . 

AlniosJt-851 Qf : the-s tuderit. g the survey. Nearly 

all those students live in the Detroit Metropolitan area, this indicates 
that the college has prepared the students to fill jobs in the industries 
of Macont and neighboring counties. Many students provided change of 
address information. Lists were prepared and sent to the South Campus 
Registrar's Office and to the Industrial Cooperative Education Office for rec- 
ord updating. Appendix A contains the acknowledgment sent to respondents. ' 

AlsOj a list Of responding companies was prepared and sent to the 
Office Of the Vice-President for Instruction at MCCC. A letter of acknow- 
ledgment, attached in Appendix B, was sent to each company, the list was 
also sent to the Industrial Cooperative Education Office for record updating. 

Some Benefits of Co-Op at MCCC 

It appears that a student who chooses the co-op option has a substan- 
tially greater chance to obtain a full-time job in a program related area 
than a hon co-op participant. 
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^Joseph E. Hill and August Kerber; Mode ls. Methods and Ana lytical 
Procedures in Education Res^earetL (Detroit, Michigan: Wayne State University 
Press, 1967), p. 110. \ 
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Tables 8 arid IB jjrdvide the data to support the statement. The 
excerpts listed below present- the supporting evidence : 



Previous Work Experience 
fSeg TaBIP »1 



Co-op 



Job Related to 
Technical Program 



Number % 



48 19 .65 



No i i^HBfi 

Number % 



82 



29.93 



Current Status 
(See Table lOj 



Nori Co-op 



FUl T-time 

Pr ogr am R elated dofc 



Number 



163 64.68 



Number 



120 



% 



43.79 



Almost 21% more former co-ops than non co-ops are employed full-tirne in 
a program related job. The result is even more striking when it is coupled 
with the category of previous program related job experience. Only 19% of 
the co-ops indicated such experiencei 30% of the noh co-ops did. 
The co-op option had a positive impact on the students' jobs as they left 
the college. 

It appears that co-op students were more adequately prepared to 
accomplish their goa,ls in an MCCC industrial Technologs' Program than are 
the non co-bp students. The following excerpt from Table 13 reveals 
information when combined with the previous excerpts from Table 10; 
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Reasons for Enrolling 
(See T a ble 13) 



Cd^op^ Non Cb-ijp 



Job UjDgradihg 

To Set a Different Job 

Total 



Number 


% 


Number 


% 


31 


12.30 


91 


33.21 


118 


46.83 


n9_ 


43.23 


149 


59.13 


21G 


7^.44 



The fact, that 55% of the co-op respondents have. a full-time program 

related job and 59% indicated one or both the above . ,asons for enrollment, " 

9 

leads to the inference that co-op participation was a factor in goal 
attainment for all but 6% of the group. 

The non co-op respondents, on the other hand, indicated one or both of 
the excerpted reasons for enrollment with a frequency of 76 ..44%, Their rate 
of full-time employment in a program related 30b was calculated as 43.79%. 



Salary Bifferj 

I it is apparent that the salary difference between co-op and non co-op 

groups was statistically significant;(See Table 11), Previous work experience 

arid the reasons for enrolling as' shown in tables 8 and 13 may have been an 

! ■ ' 

ififluenee in the variance of the salary rates. 

J ... ^ __ 

/ Nineteen per cent of the co-op participants indicated previous program^ 

r- 

related work experience and .12% indicated job upgrading as a motivation. 
These account for 31% of the sample. The same two factors for the non ed-dp 
group account for 51% of the sample. From this, the influence of longer ser- 
vice in the company arid more pre-cdllege work experierice precludes stating 
inferences using salary as a basis for comparison. : 
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SUbgrotip Patterns 

Some interesting patterrs developed after examiriatidh of Tables 17 
through 23 which display information about each of the seven items ff dm 
Table 16. The subgroups provided are: 

1. graduates 

2. nen graduates . . _ . 

3. program related job holders 

4. non program related job holders 

5 . des i gn technol ogy programs 

6. mechanical technology programs 

7. program not known 

The items from Table 16 are.: 

1. technical knowledge 

2. hands-on experience 

3. self-understanding 

4. ability to get along with others 

5. ability to cdmrnunicate with others 

6. to get. a better job 

7. overall my program was 

When comparing the graduate co-op and graduate ndh co-op subgroups, the 
co-ops rate all seven items more favorably than the. norv et3-bps. The folldwi 
were found to be significant: 

1. hands-on experience 

2. ih get a better job 

3. overall my program was 

For the non graduate subgroup, the co-op group rates three items more 
favorably than the hdh cdrop group. The third. one was statistically 
significant. Those items are: 

1. hands-on experience 

2. to get a better job 

3. overall . my program was - 

Co-ops who have prograim related jobs rate four items from Table 16 rrxDre 
favorably than hdh co-dps. Those items are: 

1. techni cal knowledge ^ 

2. hands-on experience 

3. to get a better job 

4. overall my program was 
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On all seven items, the noh co-bps who now have program related jobs 
indicated more favorable responses than the co-op group who have noh program 
related jobs. 

In ea,ch of the seven eases .ebmparihg the Design Technology co-op student 
subgroup and the Design Technology noh co-op subgroup, the co-op group 
ratings resulted in more favorable mean scores. The following three ratings 
were found to be statistically Significant: 

1; hands-on experience 

2. self-understanding 

3. to get a better job 

4. overall my program was ; 

A comparison eould not be made for those students who did not list a 
program because there were no co-op students in the category. 

Observations Concerning Written CofTtnents \ 

Several written cbmnients arid suggestions submitted by students and 

•employers expressed parallel views. The call for more" "hands-on experience" 

was reiterated by all responding groups. Inclusion of "practical experience" 

was mentioned by sore employers. Students requested addition of "actual 

problem solving" along with specificity in coursework. Co-op students 

suggested the need for including additional technical ci?-urses as well as 

liberal arts courses. Employers suggested that personnel from industry could 

p ^ 

provide lectures on some "practical aspects of design." In this regard, ; 
students mentioned the desirability of "gucist speakers and field trips". . 
being incorporated into the weekly co-op seminar, which has been held in 
conjunction with the employment phase of the program. 

The'non co-ops appeared to be more adamant about the heed for "hands-on 
experience." One reason few co-ops expressed the concern may be that the co-op 
job placement satisfied their needs in this area. Inferior laboratory facil- 
ities were a major concern for both-student groups; Non cb-bp students, seemed 
more eager to comnient on instructions rather than educatibhaV itens. 



CHAPTER V- 

Thi^ report detailed the procedures, methods and pesults of an in-depth 

• . .. C ■ ^ ■ 

study of the Industrial Cooperative Education option at MCCC. , ' 
; The student and compahy samjDle groups were eompile'd from eolleqe records. 

The instruments were developed to provide answers to questions of concern to 
" 1^ college. The^study incorporated several techniques to maximize the re-" ^ 
sponse rate. As it became ayailablej the >hformat'ion ^^a5 prepared for com- 
puter gnalysSs. ' T - _ v 

Findings were d^played in tables which indicated the number of re'sponies 
with corresponding percentages and the .95 and .99 levels of signficance where 
applicable. The data was presented separately for each of the two student . 
cgroups and then compared; - Student respondents were divided into six subgroups 
representing: various student characteristics, - 

' 1 general i the results of the study show that students who had the eo-ep 
experience were more likely than non feo-op stud:'nts to: , ' v. 

1. have full-time program related jobs 

2. experience a lower unemployment rate 

^3. complete their college programs * , 

: 4. satisfy tlieir reasons for enrolling at" 



5. perceive tha preparation received at MCCC as favorable 

"• *^6. br cDn$-1dered more elfficient'by employers 

1, iearn more quickly on the job 

^. understand the company organization tetter . - 

_6_ _ ■ '_ _ _ _ ____ _ 

liie above findirfgs along with- the detailed information contained in the 
WoVzs represent substantial support for , the , Industrial. Cooperative Education 
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dptidh at MGE... The coirrients and suggestions that are. included present 
ideas to further imprqj?e an already' efipctive program. 
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NAME 



A0BRESS 



PRBGRAM AT m££ 



I graduated from MCCC in [ ] Spring ^ : . ^ 

' ] Summer of _ (year) I did hot graduate I J 

: ] Fa11 

The numbering system is for office use, please disregard. 
PART I. We waht to know what you are doing. 

A. Check all the items that apply to you. 

8a [ ] Employed full-time 

8b [ ] . Employed part-time 

9a [ ] Employed in a job related to my MCCC Technical program 
9b [ ] Employed in a job bo± related to my MCCC Technical program , • 
10a [J Unemployed and seeking work 

lOb [ ] Unemployed and not seeking work . : '■ 

If you work fur!--time please continue. If hot, go to question D. 



B. Fall -time employed at 
dob Title 



11 Hourly Pay Rate 12 Br, Monthly Salary _ 

(Before taxes) (Before taxes) 

C. How did you get your first full=time job after leaving MCCC? 

13 [3 Continued working for my co-op company 

14 [ ] College placement office helped me get my job 

15 [:,;] Employment agency hetped me get my job 

16 [ ] Parents, friends, relatives helped me get my job 

17 E 3 An advertisement led me to my job 

18 [ ] Other, please Specify — . 
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Ef; What kind of work experience did you have'befdre you erirbned in a MeGE 
Technical prdgram? Check the items that apply to you. 

-Ha-- f - ] "Werr k€ d - -1 n - a - f u T1 ^ t rme- j o b : 



19b [ ] Worked in a part-time j( 

20a [ ] Worked in a job related to my Technical program 

2Qb [ ] Worked in a job not related to my Technical program 

21 [ ] No work experience before college 

E. What was your reason for taking one of the Technical programs at MCCC? 

22 L ] To be upgraded in my. job 

23 { 3 To help me get a different job 

24 [ ] To help me get any job 

25 [ ] To prepare for transfer to a four year technical program 

26 [ ] Employer suggested that I sign up 

- - - <^ _ 

27 [ ] Other, please specify - 



F, Check all the items that apply to your education since you left MCCC. 

28 [ ] Took courses at another two year college 

29 [ ] Took.courses at a four year college 

*3G [ ] Took one or more in-service acti vi tieS; where I work 

31^ E 3 Completed one or more technical programs 

32a •[ ] Presently working toward a bachelor*^ degree 

32b [ ] Completed a bachelor's degree 

33 E 3 None 

34 E ] Comments, if any ._ : 



6. if you enrolled in a four year college since leaving MCCC please answer the 
following. 

CbTlege " ^ ' • ■ - - _ - — - _ 

'^sjoi - Hours completed since MCCC ■ 



^3^ \ 

PART II. We. want to know how you liked your program at MCCC. : 

H. Hew well did Macomb College prepare you in the fdlldwihg areas? Please 

chedc-^one^--Hnsv'er--for^^ : 

' Excellent Good Adequate Eai4^ Poor 



35 Technical knowledge [ ] 

36 Hands-on experience ' [J 

37 Self-Understanding [ ] 

38 Ability to get along with others [ ] 

39 Ability to comniUnic5te with others [ ] 

40 To get a better job [ ] 

41 Overall my program was E ] . 



I. I would rr:ke: these changes in the program I took at MCCC. 



If you were involved in the eo-op option, please answer Part III on the follow- 
ing page; • 

If you- were not involved in co-opi thank you for completing these questiohSi 
Your participation' is appreciated. 
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PART III. We want to know about your co-op experiehee; 

di Overall, how do you rate your co-op job placement? 

---t;oitimentr]-1f -an 

b [ ] Good • 

e [ ] Adequate 

d i ] Fair; 

e [ ] Poor ■ 

K. How well did your co-op job tie in with your courses? 

43a [ ] Excellent ^ Cdmmerits^ if any 

b [ ] Bood 
c [ 3 Adequate 

d . I ] Fair 

e • [ ] Poor 

L. I would make these changes in the cooperative program. 



Thank you for completing these questions. Your participation is appreciated. 



_ MACOMB COUNTY 


CENTER CAMPUS 


COMMUNITY COLLEGE 


16SOO HALL ROAD 
MT CLEMENS, MICHIGAN 48043 

(3135 465-2121. 



Dear Former Student: 

• ^Macomb Ebnege is initiating a study of . recent; Design arid Mechanical 
Technology students as an ongoing effort to improve our programs. We re- 
gard your participation as necessary to the success. of the study,. Because 
you were a student in one of the technical programs 5 your insight will 
prove to be a. valuable contribution. 

We urge you to complete the enclosed questionnaire that will require 
approximately ten minutes to complete. Your responses will not be oersonaU^ 
idf *.^t1fiabl e . Any inform ation re c ^Wed Ft i i be used for this proTe ^-only^ 

As cevM'denee of our .appreciation i all those returning a.cdmpleted questidn- 
riaire will be eligible for a drawing . The award will be a Texas i nstruments 
^Calculatar-Model SR5 1-2. This model is particularly useful for persons holding 
technical jobs. The winner will be notified by mail. 

Please fill in this questionnaire as soon as possible. A self-addressed> 
stamped envelope has beeri included, for your convenience. If.ydU have an.ihqUiry 
about the questionnaire, call Nancy Freeman iri the Research Qffice at 286-8000 
extension 332. 

Thank you for your participation and continued interest in Macomb College, 

Sincerely, ; - 




Hubert D. Reid, Dean . 
Occupational/Jechnical Edueation 




Macomb Scanty Cdmmuhity College 
P.O.Box 309 

Warren, Michigan 48090 



\unfjro'«» C) ' y.in 'On 

L POSTAGE ^ 
PAID 

I L RMIT No 161 

W>«i r^-n M.f ti'O.ir' 



Dear Former Student, 

Recently you received an inquiry about your 
program at Macomb College and your current career 
Because your response is crucial to the study ^ it 
is necessary that we hear from you . Also, to be 
eligible for the drawing, you must return the 
completed form. 

If you have already sent it in^ thanks. If not, 
could you spare a few minutes today? We 
appreciate your participation. 

■ Sincerely ^ ^ 

Nancyj^. Freeman 
Research Dept. 



to 



/MAeOMB COUNTY 



eSNTRR CAMPUS 



COMMUNITY COLLEGE 



; . 16500 HALL ROAD 
Mt. CLEMENS, MldHISAN 43043 



286-8000 Ext. 332 



May 13, 1977 



Dear Friend: 

About four? weeks agd ydu received a form requesting informatidn 
about your Macomb College experience and your current career.; As yet, 
we have not received your response, and it is important that we do. 
Therefore, we are enclosing another copy of the form and a return 
envelope for your convenience': 

Don't forget in order to^be eligible for the random drawing, of 
the Texas Instrument Calculator Model SR51-2 we must have your completed 
form. A]l responses will be treated as ccihfldehtial and Used for this 
study only. 

■ Sincerely, 



c 

/ds 



Nancy S. Freeman 
Research Department 




MACOMB COUNTY 



COMMUNITY COLLECSE 



OUR NEW MAlLiNa ADDRESS IS: 

.^CDMB eeUNTY 65MMURnY eottESE 
EEKTER eAMPBS 
P;0; B0* 309 

WARREK, MjeHlOAN 48090 
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Sisptember 16^ 1977 



\Dear 



The Research Department of Macomb eounty Gommum'ty College 
wjshes to thank you^for participating in our study of the 
Industrial Technology Co-Op Program. 

\ As you may tjecall, a_randdm drawing was_to be held with 
a"!! respdndehts eligible fbr.the prize a Texas Instrument 
SR-51-11 Calculator. I am pleased to inform you that you were 
chosen to receive this useful calculator. 

; Please call the Research Department at 286-8000, Ext. 5::'' 
to arrange fo^ receipt of your gift. 

Sincerely, 

* " Nancy S. T re eman 

' ' ^ ^ Research Department 

/^s . • • 



m 



COMMUNITY COLLEGE 



MACOMB COUNTT 



14500 TWELVE MILE ROAD 
WARREN, MICHIGAN 48093 
(3i3);y3fgX»»5PX 
779-7432 



SOUTH _ CAM PU S 




October 20, 1977 



Dear Friend; 

. The MCCC Research Department has just completed the survey project con- 
cerning the Industrial Technology Programs and the Industrial Cooperative 
Education.option. The answers and comments you supplied helped produce the 
successful outcome of "the study. 

The information provided By the group of participants is a yal^uable 
asset to the College's continuing service to students and other community 
members. 

As you may recall, _we agreed to conduct a rariddm drawing for a__calcu- 
lator. The name randomly selected was that of Mr. Victor Bbdek of Sterling 
Heights. 

We appreciate your participation in this project. If we can be of 
further assistance as you pursue your education, feel free to call upon us. 



/ 

/ 



Sincerely^ 




Hubert D. Reid, Dean 



Occupational /Technical Education 



/nk 
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Programs at MCCC 



A. PlMse estimate how many of your employees were trained in the Industrial Tech- 
nology programs at RacomB College between 1970-75. _^ 

B; Sf'^tnese, about" were 'iiivol ved iirl co-op. 

Ptoase indicate .the techn i cal preparation of former M(^comb College Industrial 
: Techciolbgy students who v.ere not inVolvedn'n c6-6p but wdre hired by your 
' co;^:r;inv. one response for eadi program ,wi ti^*^t^hd^'^ are familiar. 



■Auto Bu ":>' S^^ ^yo 
Survey* '--^ Tiiihnolodv 



Excel len t 

[J 

[ f 

: U 
[ ]- 

[■ 1. 

[3 

r 

r 1 



"Aden 



[ ] 



I J 
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[ ] 
[ ] 
f ] 
[ ] 



r 

L J 



[_] 
[ ] 
[ J 
[ I 
[ ] 
[ ] 
L J 
[ ] 



[ 3 



Fai r 

^ [ ] 
[ ] 
[ 3 
[ ] 
[ ] 
■[■]. 
[ ] 
[ ] 

[ ]■ 

[ ] 

[ \ 

f J 

[.3 

c ] 

r 1 




[ I. 



[ ] 

^ 3 
[ ] 
f ] 

[ J 

[ 3 

,r ] 
[ '3 

[ 3 
[ 3 , 
[ 3 
[ 3 

I 3 

[ 3" . 
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Please iridicate the technical preparation of former Macomb County Communit;^ 
Gblleqe Industrial Technology students involved in co-op who were hired by yoUr 
company. Check one response for each program with whicji you are 



lari 





Prograrti 


Excellent 


Adequate 


Fai r 


' Poor 


25. 


Auto Body Design 


[ ] 


[ ] i 


[3 


[ 3 


, 26! 


Surveying Technology 


[ ] 


[ ] . 


[ 3 


[ 3 


' -27. 


Archi tectural Design 


C 3 


E i' 


t 3 


E 3 


28. 


Printing Technology 


E 3 


[ ] 


[ 3 


[ 3 


29. 


Special Machine Design 


[ ] 


[ ]' 


[ 3 


[ 3 


30. 


Graphic/ S Commercial Art 


[. ] 


E ] 


[ 3 


■ : E 3 


. 31. 

f 


Tool Fixture S Die Design 


E 3 


[ 3 


E 3 




32. 


Climate Control Techndldgy 


[ ] 


[ ] 


[ 3 


[ 3 


n: 


' n Gc trd TecHndl bgy 


[ ] 


[3 


• [ 3 


IT 


34." 


TV & Sound Repair 


E 3 




[ 3 


E 3 


35. ' 


Fluid Power Technology 


[ ] 


[ ' 


[ 3 


[ 3 


36; 


IndustjVial Supervision 


[ ] ' 


f 


[ 3 


E 3 


37, 


MetaM urgi cal Technology 


: [ ] 


[ . 


[• 3 


E 3 


or/ 


Metals Machining 


[ ] 


[ ] 


[ 3 


E J 


39^ 


Mf^t>^n]nny & Calibration 




C3 


[ 3 


E ,3 


46, 


Numeri ca 1 „Ccntro1 


t ] 


[ 3 


[ 3 


E 3' 


''^41. 


Welding Technology 


[ ] - 


[ 3 


[:3- 


E 3 


42. 


Ci vi 1 Techndldgy \ 


[ ] 


_i _ 

: [ 3 


[ 3 


E 3 



E. Please respond to the following statements'^ as an eVBl ation of lonf^ range effects 
of involdvement in co-op education. 



43. Ernpldyees whd were cd-ops tend to be 
^premeted faster. 



res 



fid \ No [difference 

[]■ E 3 



Yes 

44. Enlpicyees who were co-ops cppoar 
more satisfied, ; - ' ^ j 

45. Employees who were co-ops are more 
efficient. j- j 

'6. Employees who were co-ops learn on 

the job more quickly, [ j 

47. Employees who were co-ops have a 

better understanding of the company. [ ] 

F. Ple.^.se ehg.ose one or two programs with which you are most familiar and consent 
on the strength^,. wr.'/^knesses and suggestions for change. 

Program Name - Program Name 

1. Strengths 1. Strengths , , , , , , , 



2. Weaknesses ' 2. Weaknesses 



No No Difference 

c ] n 



Suggestions 3, Suggestions 



Thank ybu for yoar cooperation, 

Name ^ Position 

Company 
: Address 




COMMUNITY eettEQE 



MACOMB COUNTY 



14500 TWELVE MILE ROAD 
WARREN. MICHIGAN 4a€S3 



(313) 772-8000 



Dear 



Mdco.r.b Cbnecj'.' is 'nitiatihg a study of former technical 
students in order to ^"^vnuate and improve the various programs. 
The study is import nt to stude-^.is , the college and ultimately 
to your comp.^r'V as a community employer. 

I'Je urge yob to participa e by coir?p "p^ no .he er;clbsed 
questionnd I A pr*^ -addres - , / s^- iped return envelope is 
provided for /our conv^enier 'information will be 

confidential dll compiny i utrf, ti f i Ccit-ion will be removed 
before taLulatio^ . Your coopLration in this project is 
greatly- apprecio-ied. 

Thank you; 



Sincerely , 




Hubert D. Reid, Dean 

Occupa tiona 1/ Technical Educa tion 



enclosures 



NF/nl 




Piul Gould, EoordTnator 

I.r.dustrial Cciperative Edt; ion 



. ) 



ERIC 



MACOM B COU NTif 



COMMUNITY CettEQE 



May 17, 977 



De.: 

Youi parti cipation in a recent study the Col lege conducted of 
) Cooperative Education has been iriost helpful . By completing 
the auestionnaire, ^you have assisted in providing us with 
information that will ultimately help to better prepare 
student s . 

Jhanf- you for your- coooeration. 

_\ I 

Sincerely, ' 



James ). Blar^zy 
Assistan-; Vice Pr'Gsidr^nt 
f 'M* U\', true L inn 



Appendix C 

•"our Year Colleges Attended by StUffent Respdiidehts 



n 



80 



TABLE 35 

Stadents Who Took Courses 
ftt Four-Year Colleges 




Number 


Percent of Respondents 


Co-op Students 


54 


■ 21; 51% 


N - 252 






Non Co-op Students 


78 


28.46% 


n 2:74 
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Four-Year Colleges Attended 
By Former Co-op Students 



•^.ange of Hoi 
Credit Hours Ear"ai?x»- 



Center for Creati ve 
Studies 



2. Eastern Michigan 
Uni versi ty 



6. 
7. 
8. 



Ferris State 



bawrene<' institute 
Technology 



Uni vers 1 ty 



v'ersity of 
Ari zona 

University of 
Detroi t 

University rf 
N5i chiqan 



9, Walsh College 

10. Wayne State 
University 



^Earned a B.F.A. 
^ Earned a B. Arr^ 
H'ar^.ed a B.B.S. 
^Earned a B.S. 



No.: of 
Students 



13 



1 

1 
2 
2 

51 



Least 
Ko, Earned 



70 



62 



id 



Greatest 
No. Earned 



15 



70 



89 
170 



Programs 



Advertising Design 
Fine Arts^ 



Mechanical Engineering 
Surveying 

Industrial Mahagemeht 



Architecture^ 
Computer Science 
Construction Engineering 
Electrical Engineering 
Engineering 
Industrial Marif.;.ment 
Mechanical Engineering 

General Engineering 



Archi tecture 



Accounting^ 



Marketing 

ElGctri^.al EnP""' leering^ 
Business Administration 



Art 

Business Adiniriistratioh 
Civil Engineering 
Electrical Engineering 
Engineering 
General Business. 
Industrial Arts Educat-idn 
Industrial Design 
industrial Management 
Mechani cal Engineering 
Metallurgical Engineering 
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Four-Year Qolleges Attended By 
Fdrhler Ndrl Co-op Students 



College 

1 ; Center for Creative 
Studies 

2. Central Michigan 
University 



No. of 
Students 



Range of Nb; of 
C redi t Hours E arned 



Least 
No. Earned 



Greatest 
No. Earned 



16 



Eastern f^iehigari 
University 

Ferris State 
College 

Kent State Univ; 
(Ohio) 

Lawrence Institute 
of Technology 



58 



i3e 

5 



70 



145 



7. Michigan State 
Uni\/ersity 



54 



100 



8. Oakland University 



8 



52 



9. Sacrea Heart Seminary 1 2 
10. University Detroit 3 3 32 

^Earned a B;S. 
^Earned a B.A. ^ 



N = 78 ( 28.46%! 



ProgrKfis 



Fine Arts 



Industrial Management 
Management 



Industrial Education 



Engineering 



Interior Design 



Archi te ture 

Computer Science 
Construction Engineering 
Electrical Engineering 
Mechanical Eng »»'eeringi 



Boi.lding ConstructiQh 
Clothing & Textiles 
Economi cs 

Mechani cal Engineering 
Supervision 

Engineering^ 
Graphic Art 
Management^ 
Sociology 



Cantor 

Archi tecture 
Bus ihess 
Engineering 



Four-Year Colleges Attended B^^ 
Former Non Co-op Students '(cont\d) 
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n 



- y 
Cdl lege 

University of 
Wisconsin 



12. Walsh College 



13. Wayne State 
University 



14. Western Michigan 
University 



No^ of 
Students - 



1 
2 



35 



_ Range of No. of 
Credi t Roijrs 

Least Greatest 
No. Earned No. Earned 



48 

15 30 



?8 



200 



N ^ 78 m.t[mx 



Program 
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Music 



Business Admi hi strati on 
Management 



Civil Engineering 
Electrical Engineering 
General Studies 
Industrial Education 
Industrial Ehri rieerihg^ 
Jdurhalism 

Manufacturing Engineering 
Mechanical Engineering 

Business Administration 
Electrical Engineering 
Manufacturing Engineering. 
Metallurgical Engineering^ 
Vocational Education 



In ter riatijO-nitL. 



Faehhoehschule Koln 1 

University of Waterloo 

Ontario^ Canada _2 

Tdta^ 78 



Automotive Technology 



Archi tecture 



^Ean:-''d a B.S: 
^Earned d B.A. 
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INTRODUCTION 

T\r: ^-ists cohtaihed in this section were LnbSfiri from larger groups 
of cdmriients received for each item; For porpo..-2S of this report, the 
following criteria were followed in selection of representative comnients: 

1. Comments using specific names of persons and programs were hot 
chdseru : 

2. Where several comments indicate a similar theme, one was chosen 
as representative. 

3. A combination of favorable and unfavdrabls comments were selected 
for each item. 

Students who view a college program or person either with strong 
positive feelings or with strong hegati ve_reactidr^ -.re prdbabl^_mdr_e 
likely td respond to an open-ended item, asking ftr a: opinion; 

However, the validity of the comments shouln ;;-;t b?} held su: f?ct 
Because of the method used to include them or the mf;l"^;f^^Vl^^r per- 
sdhs giving them. The lists of bpihidns and suggestions nave been typed 
exactly written to preserve the essence of the student responses. ^ 
corrections of spelling, punctuation, or gramniar were made. It: is impera- 
tive that the reader remain mindful of the above statements while reading 
and evaluati he the following lists. 
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Sectidn 1 

SUggestidris For Program ehanges From The 
Eooperatlve Student Respondents 



The following Inst is a representative sample of the eorhrnerits made 
respondents: - 

I would have all students entering the technical fields, take some 
sort of test prior to entry, to determine whether or not they will 
make it oh the job. A lot of students seem to be wasting their time 
going towards a degree in a field they have no talent in. 

Something has to be done regarding the problem of getting advance 
required tech. courses, ."^ine is not the only case where upon enter- 
ing a program, it can't he f^^nished because either the course isn't, 
offered or it's cancelled because not enough sign up. I would suggest 
a special mailing to all those who have not finished a certificate or 
associate degree, to ascertain exactly why a student has hot finished- 
if there is still interest etc. Suggested format: our riaeent question 
naire. 

-■---} 

le would be very helpful if all of the courses needed to get the certi- 
ficate were ava'i Table to me. Especially since I got the assurance from 
a counselor before I enrolled in the program. Unfortunately . the last 
course that I needed to receive the certificate vvas net available. 

Introduce a 4 year program. 



Improve lab work with up to date equipment. 

Closer working! between students and teachers with a gnal in mind in 
reference to what the student needs. 

The instructor made the course wdrthwhi le--butstaridihg ihstfvjctbrs are 
the basis for a strong program, 

_ _ . . I 

Some of the instructors I had were not knowledgeable enough in a prac- 
tical sense. They were too much theory for a two year degree. I think 
instructors should be chosen from the industry. 

I think more practical experience in the class room would be bene- 
ficial and also more working with tools and hand on experience. 

Class work shoijld be closer to oh the job problems , so the students 
could see what the is going to hav to do on the job. 

I would like tcj see more actual _p»"dblem solving incorporated into the 
program, i do rjdt mean mathematical models but actual hardware problems 
to make ti.e student utilize his ability to transfer his knowledge from 
brain to hands^ This is very important asset to anyone going into a/ 
special i zed field. ; / 

: j . . . .... . . . . . y . 

Addition of: GalculuSj st^-ength of materials ^ statics, history, aM» 
cdmpdsi tidns (<:dmprehehsi ve wri ting) . 
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13. I think the program coul J u^vj ^\rre attention in the ^rea-^ of s-::ienceS| 
mathemati cs i and cowuni -.Jtions (oral and. written) so tf\>l it is riot 
such ah ordeal to go dh for a bachelor's degree. 

14. A more specific program. Touched down too litfe on too many subjects 
Dabbled in everything and mastered nothing. 
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Suggestions For Cbarige Frdrjl 
Nbri Eo-dp Student Respondents 



1. Field trips. 

1. More advanced inforrnation - E.G. Integrated circuits, transistors; 
instructors should show more concern over knowledge being absorbed by 
students, in early semesters of program, 

3. Update some drafting courses 1. Geometric tolerancing, 2. New 
computer drafting courses. 

4. Make the classroom, as close as possible to a real work situation. 
More time spent on design, arid, prel irriinary drawirigs. Have a class 
that emphasizes accuracy arid lettering of a drawing. 

5. After leaving Oakland University to find a school offering eomfnercial 
Artj I found after checking into other area schools, Macomb had the 
best program Suited to my needs in the field of work Twish^d to enter. 

I fourid its two year program had many advantages over a four year insti- 
tute. 

6. Labs for technical classes were too "programmed". They provided very 
little learning experience. 

7. I would suggest a deeper involvement with the theoretical aspect of 
my program. 

8- Try to make assignments more of on the job type of work. 

9. More hands-on experience wi th typical equipment beirig iristalled in. 
the field, both commercial and industrial. 

10. The program I took at MCCC was very good in most instances. I would 
change nothing. Most instructors did an dutstanting job. However, 
the labs were very poor. We never had enough equipment and lot of 
the equipment we did have was not in working order. 

11. This program is in sad-shape, as far as equipment, (lack of it) and 
instructors (lack of experience and knowledge). 

12. Also you have some instructors who know their field excellently, but 
• have a problem commurii eating it to the students. These instructors 

are very few, in whole I believe your instructors are the best I have 
seen anywhere. , . 

13. I, enjoyed most of ihe classes, the education I reeeived was excellent^ 
the teachers were excellent and involved in their jobs; 

14i Some of the night-(part-time) instructors were unprepared for teaching 
a caurse. More teacher guidarice wheri students are working on ^n exper- 
ment. 
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15; Iristructors were net e^-fa1\v qualified in thei^r field of iristdctioh; 

From extremely excel I jrt b .^oor. I suggest more response be made ; 

from student subm*tt(F?c^ ^L'(ti?ster evaluation of Instructors. Evaluation 
reports seem to be vr sreqc rci'^d. : 

16; More practical expe if 'filler class. size, more of the manufacturing 
management concept. 

17. The reason I left MCCo -as .''cause of the difficulty I experienced in • 
obtaining classes geareri to a nijht time program. A two year school 
should be accessible tu doy r ''-time as wel l as 'part-time night. 

18. Provide a four year teeh^c^ > ')rec;ram and more technical practical 
experience; 

19. Better communication with counselors. 



Section 3 

Cbmmehts Gohcernihg Eboperative dob Plaeerrierit 



1. The co-op experience was the best thing that could have happened to 
my career. 

2. Already worl<:ed for ebfnpahy before taking eb-bp class, 

3. I learned about the so called " oal world" — very political; 

4. Adequate for learning, but poor r economic support/hours per day 
ratio. Also poor for job advanc ^.n:. 

5. It was a good to excellent opportunity to learn skill and also to be 
productive on the job. Would like this experience gain. 

6. I would as easily gotten my job by walking in off the street with no 
experience. 

7. Would rather have been placed in company more involved in the area I 
was gaining instruction. 

8. Allowed me to receive on the job training and learn those skills lacking 
and to find out those areas that I needed more work; 

9. Although it didn't directly relate to my program at Macomb the experj- 
ehce I received on the job was of great value to me. 

16; I felt the job was a challenge with a good future. I would recormiend the 
Co-op program to anyone interested in making a future for him/her self. 

11. When I was delegated my position I firmly believed the lack of negotiation 
allowed the employer to take advantage of previous training. 

12. Gompany should- pay co-op students better. 
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1. 

2. 

3. 
4. 

5. 

6. 

h 
8. 

9. 

10. 
11. 



Ebmmerits Goheernirig The Relevance Of The 
Cooperative dob Placement And Bourses At H.C.C.C. 

Hands-on experience was limited to minor detailing changes etc. - more 
:kndwledge was gained from conversation with high-ups! 

They taught me the basics to get started in my field, and also showed 
me how Ehrysler Eorp. works. 

Most of my courses have helped me with my jobs at one time or another. 

personally feel I learned more in (2) mos. on co-op than I did in 
one full semester, 

I didn't get a chance to learn anything. I was reduced to a filing 
clerk. 

Not enough technical knowledge. No trouble shooting technique taught. 
You were able to apply what you learned. 

My co-op job provided a direct feedback to my course work and allowed 
me to adjust my objectives more realistically. 

My co-op experience was not directly related to my field or study at 
all. However^ some of rtiy courses were useful, and overall the co-op 
period entirely worthwhile. 

Good preparation by the instructors at MCCC. 

The man T worked with was a better teacher tKan any I had at M.C.C.C. 
because he had more, practical experience. 
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Suggestions For Ghanges In The Gdbperative Program Given 
by Cooperative Student Respondents 



Job Related ^ 

1. I would try to make certain that all co-op students could get some 
on-the-job experience at whichever company they were employed. 

2; Oh the whole the set-up of the program was hot bad and would be hard 
to improve upon but if and when it is possible r feel that in the best 
interest of the student^ that the co-op jcb that he or she applies for 
should be_as closely matched to their training and field of interest 
as possible. 



3; If possible it m"ight be more helpful to explore more ful ly the abilities 
of each student and the level of training necessary for each placement. 
Example is that I knew of a few persons placed in positions that were 
not trained fully for and others over-trained that might have had a . ; : 
better experience elsewhere. ^ 

4; Industry has not properly allowed or provided a "slot" for an individual- 
with an associates in Technology. The degree helps to obtain the initial 
position but the pay scales> potentials, etc. are not necessarily broadened. 

---One is forced to compete with engineers who generally have a more 

thorough, analytical background. If the technical degree person wanted^ 
to function strictly as a technician and expects to be rewarded he may be 
disil lusionecf. ---I believe students should ask themselves whether thej^ 
are going to be happy as a technician or if they intend to cdmpeteahd 
or expect to become an engineer. Students should understandvthelimita- 
tions of a technition type position. -— People envolved with these 
programs .at MCCC should be determined to not only "sell" the programs 

to students and industry but "instruct" the personal and;department 

management as to the details of the program and to what should or could 
be expected from graduates. Host people do hot kndwwhat the program is 
or means; Personal associates this degree with Certificate or Trade School 
programs. 

Industrial Cddperative Education Seminar Class (ICI- Z5Q) - 

1. That classes held on Thursday night should be more related to the stu- 
dent. Have arehibeets, engineers, and mechanics^ etc. cdme in^ answer 
questions and coiSnuni cate ideas to the student. 

2. Get more seminars (and student workshops.) on technology and social change 
(cduld be a way td work on some cooperation between the liberal arts and 
occ. ed. ) . 

3; 1 feel separate class sessions should be held for the different fields 
'rather than putting them altogether. 

4. The. co-op program as far as job placement is concerned is very excellent^ 
but attending sdme of the required weekly classes proved absolutely to be 
useless. I feel they should be cut out or at least be shortened; 
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General Statemisnts 

1. Expand it! I feel this. is the best way to obtain a technical degr^ 

a. Allows individual to experience lab/text book knowledgeable 
on the job. 

b. Gain working knowledge of industry. 

c. Helps to finance education. - 

d. Allows for alteration of education if goal changes. 

2. Have the college coordinate with Srea iiidustries as to their methods 
and teach similar courses. Add management and computer course to all 
areas of study to further everybnes understanding of the present and 
future operations of the business world. 

3. I would like to see it. become mandatory for students with no work experi 
ence. 

4. I think the program is extremely well organized. 

5. Co-op is a great learning experience. Anyone thinking of a tech field 
should look into co-op — A way in which you will fully understand the 
field you are attempting to make a career of. 

5. More self-addressed questionnaires, such as this on "What I am doing". 
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